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REORGANIZATION PLAN NO. 5 OF 1952 


THURSDAY, MAY 15, 1952 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS, 
Washington, D.C. 

The committee met at 10 a. m., pursuant to call, in room 357, Senate 
Office Building, Senator John L. McClellan (chairman) presiding. 

Present: Senators McClellan, Moody, Mrs. Smith of Maine, 
Schoeppel, and Dworshak. 

Also present: Senator Case; Walter L. Reynolds, chief clerk; Ann 
M. Grickis, assistant chief clerk; and Miles Scull, Jr., professional 
staff member. 

The CHatrmMan. The committee will come to order. 

We have scheduled for today hearings on Reorganization Plan No. 
5 of 1952. ' 

sefore calling any witnesses, the Chair will insert in the record 
at this point a copy of Reorganization Plan No. 5 of 1952, together 
with the message of the President transmitting it to the Congress. 

The Chair also submits for the record at this time a copy of Staff 
Memorandum No, 82-2-33, analyzing the plan, and will also insert in 
the record at this point a copy of letter from the Director of the 
Bureau of the Budget setting forth his views on the plan. 

They may be printed in that order. 

(The material referred to is as follows J 


[H. Doc. No. 447, 82d Cong., 2d sess.] 


MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES, TRANSMITTING REORGANT- 
ZATION PLAN NO. 5 oF 1952, PREPARED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE PROVISIONS OF 
THE REORGANIZATION ActT OF 1949, PERTAINING TO ENABLING THE BOARD OF 
COMMISSIONERS OF THE DIStTRIcT OF COLUMBIA To Bring Apout A BASIC 
SIMPLIFICATION AND IMPROVEMENT OF THE GOVERNMENT OF THE DISTRICT OF 
COLUMBIA 


To the Congress of the United States: 

I transmit herewith Reorganization Plan No. 5 of 1952, prepared in accordance 
with the provisions of the Reorganization Act of 1949. This plan will enable 
the Board of Commissioners of the District of Columbia to bring about a basie 
simplification and improvement of the government of the District of Columbia. 

While the plan will reorganize the District government, it does not, and 
cannot under the authority conferred by the Reorganization Act, provide for 
home rule. As is well known, I strongly believe that the citizens of the 
District of Columbia are entitled to self-government I have repeatedly recom- 
mended, and I again recommend, enactment of legislation to provide home rule 
for the District of Columbia. Local self-government is both the right and 
the responsibility of free men. The denial of self-government does not befit the 
National Capital of the world’s largest and most powerful democracy. Not only 
is the lack of self-government an injustice to the people of the District of 
Columbia, but it imposes a needless burden on the Congress and it tends to 
controvert the principles for which this country stands before the world. 


1 





REORGANIZATION PLAN NO. 5 OF 1952 





efforts ive been made in the last four sessions of the Congress to 
ob tion providing home rule and a modern and effective governmental 
orgnnization for the District of Columbia It has been my hope that these two 
I h-needed reforms « d be nccomplished in one mineasure. But each time the 
n of the tw as been used to help to defeat the legislation As a 
re the Senate last year separated the issues and passed a bill dealing only 
with home rule 
\W e | der both home rule and reorganization essential for the District, 
the st re if the District government has becom SO complicated confused, 
ind ( { horough reorganization cannot further be delayed I have 
Col ded that the Reorganization Act of 1949 affords the most appropriate 
proc ! r accomplishing the needed organizational improvements 
present org ization of the District government is the product of almost 
SO ve of piecemeal, planiess growth It has its origin in an act of 1874 which 
te nat elf-government in the District That net established an appointive, 
three-member Commission to conduct the affairs of the District until a new per- 


manent plan of local government could be developed. Four years later, no plan 
having been formulated, this interim, emergency arrangement Was modified 
lightly and made permanent. Since then the population and the functions of 
the District have multiplied and the structure of the District government has 
grown continually more complex; yet little has been done to effect a significant 
improvement in the organization and bring it into line with present-day 
requirements 

The failure to moderniz® the District government has not been for want of 
careful surveys and well- eloped plans In no community has the local 
government been subject to fuller or more frequent analysis. Within the last 


here have been no less than six comprehensive studies of the organi- 


vation of the District government While the recommendations growing out of 
these studies have differed in detail, all have agreed on the necessity of inte- 
grating the many activities performed by the District government. 

The present organization of the District government is seriously deficient in 


a number of respects. The first and most obvious defect is the extraordinary 
number of agencies among which the business of the District is seattered. 
There are no less than SO separate agencies in the government of the District of 
Columbia—one-third more than all the departments and agencies now in the 
executive branch of the Federal Government Some of the agencies have been 
erented by law and others by action of the Commissioners Generally those 
established by the Commissioners have been recognized later in appropriation 
net Many of the activities and functions have been expanded or modified by 
1 juent congressional action. Asa result, through the years, the legal status 
of many agencies has become extremely complicated and obscure. 

Many District agencies are almost completely autonomous and uncontrolled, 
Among those agencies are about 50 boards or commissions, a considerable num- 
ber of which are not even subject to budgetary control by the Board of Commis- 
sioners or the Congress; they have their own funds and operate with permanently 
appropriated receipts. While the Board of Commissioners is nominally the 
executive head of the District government, its authority over agencies ranges 
from complete control to virtually no control. 

This plan constitutes an important first step in strengthening the organization 
of the government of the District of Columbia. By transferring to the Board of 
Commissioners the functions of most of the existing »gencies, abolishing those 
agencies, and granting the Board broad authority to delegate its functions, the 
plan permits a major realinement of the administrative structure of the District 
government. It is the intention of the Board of Commissioners to assign the 
functions of many of the existing agencies to a much smaller number of depart- 
ments. 

A few District agencies are excluded from the operation of the plan. Princi- 
pal of these are the judicial agencies, which are not subject to the Reorganization 
Act, the National Guard, the Board of Library Trustees, the Board of Education, 
the Zoning Board, the Recreation Board, and the Public Utilities Commission. 

The plan empowers the Board of Commissioners to provide for the performance 
of most of its executive functions by officers, agencies, and employees of the Dis- 
trict government. This provision authorizes appropriate delegation of author- 
ity, both with and without the right of redelegation as the Commissioners may 
decide, and the withdrawal or modification of such delegation at any time. 
Regulatory functions vested in the Commissioners by statute are to be retained 
in the Board of Commissioners, as well as budget control, approval of contracts 
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in excess of $25,000, and the appointment and removal of the heads of agencies 
reporting directly to the Board of Commissioners. Under all delegations the 
Board will, of course, retain ultimate authority and responsibility. 

Like the head of any large organization, the Board of Commissioners should 
be given adequate top-level assistance in carrying on the operations of the District 
government. The success of the reorganization plan will to a considerable ex- 
tent depend upon the ability to fill key positions with the best qualified persons. 
In order to do so it is necessary to make provision for more adequate salaries for 
such officers. The plan provides that not to exceed 15 officers may be compen- 
sated without regard to the numerical limitations on positions set forth in section 
505, of the Classification Act of 1949, as amended. This provision will enable 
the Chairman of the Civil Service Commission, or the President as the case may 
be, to approve rates of pay for these officers in excess of th ites established 
the Classification Act of 1949 for grade GS-15 whenever standards of the classi 
fication laws so permit. 

After investigation I have found and hereby declare that each reorganization 
included in Reorganization Plan No. 5 of 1952 is necessary to accomplish one or 
more of the purposes set forth in section 2 (a) of the Reorganization Act of 1949. 

I have found and hereby declare that it is necessary to include in the accom- 
panying reorganization plan, by reason of reorganizations made thereby, provi- 
sions for the appointment and compensation of officers specified therein. The 
rates of compensation fixed for these officers are not in excess of those which I 
have found to prevail in respect of comparable officers in the executive branch 
of the Federal Government. 

The plan abolishes the office of People’s Counsel and its functions (sec. 3 of 
the act of December 15, 1926, D. C. Code, 1940 edition, sec. 48-205). These 
functions duplicate responsibilities of the Public Utilities Commission 

The Board of Commissioners will carry out the basic reorganization made 
possible by this plan as soon as practicable without disrupting the operation of 
the District government and will complete the reorganization no later than 
June 30, 1953. Thereafter organizational adjustments can be made as condi- 
tions require. 

The primary benefits from this reorganization plan will take the form of 
improvements in administration and service. Many benefits in improved opera- 
tions are to be expected in future years which will result in a reduction of 
expenditures as compared with those that would be otherwise necessary. Any 
itemization of these reductions, in advance of actual experience under this plan, 
is not practicable. 

Harry S. TRUMAN. 

Tue WaHatte Houser, May 1, 1952. 
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(Prepared by the President and transmitted to the Senate and the House of Representa- 
tives in Congress assembled, May 1, 1952, pursuant to the provisions of the Reorganiza- 
tion Act of 1949, approved June 20, 1949) 


GOVERN MENT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


Section 1. Functions transferred to the Board of Commissioners.—There are 
hereby transferred to the Board of Commissioners of the District of Columbia 
(hereafter in this reorganization plan referred to as the Board of Commissioners ) 
all functions of the following named offices and agencies of the Government of 
the District of Columbia, including in the case of each the functions of all officers, 
employees, and subordinate agencies: 

Aleoholiec Beverage Control Board 

Anatomical Board 

Board of Accountancy 

Board of Assistant Assessors 

Board of Barber Examiners for the District of Columbia 
Board for the Condemnation of Dangerous and Unsafe Buildir 


ve 
Zs 


1 
Board for the Condemnation of Insanitary Buildings in the District of 
Columbia 
Board of Dental Examiners 
Board of Equalization and Review 
Board of Examiners and Registrars of Architects 
Board of Examiners of Steam and other Operating Engineers 
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Board of Examiners of Veterinary Medicine 

Board of Optometry 

Board of Parole 

Board of Pharmacy 

Board of Podiatry Examiners 

Board of Police and Fire Surgeons 

Board of Public Welfare 

Board of Revocation and Review of Hackers Identification Cards 

Board of Revocation, Suspension and Restoration of Operators Permits 

Board of Special Appeals 

Board of Tax Appeals 

Bridge Division 

Budget Office 

Building Inspection Division 

Central Garage and Shops 

Central Permit Bureau 

Commission on Licensure to Practice the Healing Art in the District of 
Columbia 

Committee on Special Assessment Appeals 

Construction Division 

Department of Construction 

Department of Corrections 

Department of Highways 

Department of Inspections 

Department of Insurance 

Deportment of Sanitary Engineering 

Department of Vehicles and Traffic 

Department of Weights, Measures, and Markets 

Disbursing Office 

District Boxing Commission 

District of Columbia Board of Cosmetology 

District of Columbia Board of Registration for Professional Engineers 

District of Columbia Educational Agency for Surplus Property 

District of Columbia Pound 

District of Columbia Repair Shop 

District Personnel Board 

District Unemployment Compensation Board 

Division of Printing and Publications 

Electrical Division 

Klectrical Examining Board 

Electrical Inspection Division 

Elevator Inspection Division 

executive Office of the Board of Commissioners of the District of Columbia 

lire Department 

Fire Safety Division 

Fire Trial Board 

Gallinger Municipal Hospital 

Glenn Dale Sanatorium 

Health Department 

License Bureau 

Metropolitan Volice Department 

Minimum Wage and Industrial Safety Board 

Motion-Picture Operators Examining Board 

Motor Vehicle Parking Agen 5 

Municipal Architect 

Nurses Examining Board 

Office of the Administrator of Rent Control 

Office oft the Assessor 

Office of the Auditor 

Office of the Chief Clerk, Public Works 

Office of Civil Defense 

Office of the Collector of Taxes 

Office of the Coroner 

Office of the Corporation Counsel 

Office of the Secretary to the Board of Commissioners of the District of 
Columbia 


Office of the Surveyor 
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Office of the Water Registra 
Plumbing Board 
Piumbing Inspection Division 
Police and Firemen’s Retiring and Relief Board 
Police Trial Board 
Purchasing Office 
Real Estate Commisison 
Registrar of Titles and Tags 
Sanitation Division 
Sewage Treatment Plant 
Sewer Division 
Smoke and Boiler Inspection Division 
Street Division 
Superintendent of District Buildings 
Trees and Parking Division 
luberculosis Hospital 
Undertakers’ Examining Committee 
Veterans’ Service Center 
Water Division 
Sec. 2. Abolition of agencics (a) The offices and agencies listed in section 1 
hereof, including the offices of the heads of such agencies, are abolished. The 


provisions of the foregoing sentence with respect to any such office or agency 
shall become effective at such time as the Board of Commissioners shall specify, 
but in no event later than June 30, 1953. 

(b) The Oflice of People’s Counsel, established by section 3 of the act of 
December 15, 1926 (D. C. Code, 1940 edition, sec. 43-205), and its functions are 
abolished 

(¢) The Board of Commissioners shall make such provisions as the said Board 
nay deem necessary with respect to winding up the affairs of any office or agency 
abolished by the provisions of this section 

Sec. 3. Performance of functions of Board (a) Exe ept as otherwise provided 
in this section, the Board of Commissioners is hereby authorized to make 
from time to time such provisions as it deems appropriate to authorize the per- 
formance of any of its functions, including any function transferred to or other 
wise vested in the Board of Commissioners by this reorganization plan, by any 
member of the Board of Commissioners, or by any other officer, employee, or 
agency of the Government of the District of Columbia, except the courts thereof. 

(b) The Board of Commissioners shall not provide for the performance by 
any member of the Board of Commissioners, or by any other officer, employee, 
or agency of: (1) any function vested in the said Board by Act of Congress with 
respect to making and adopting regulations except those pertaining to the admin 
istration of or procedure before any agency of the Government of the District 
of Columbia: (2) the function of approving any contract in excess of $25,000; 
(3) the function of appointing or removing the head of any agency responsible 
directly to the Board of Commissioners; or (4) the function of approving the 
budget for the District of Columbia. 

Sec. 4. Establishment of new offices—(a) There are hereby established in the 
Government of the District of Columbia so many agencies and offices, and with 
such names or titles, as the Board of Commissioners shall from time to time 
determine. The said offices shall be filled by appointment by, or under the author- 
ity of, the Board of Commissioners. Each officer so appointed shall perform 
the functions delegated to him in accordance with this reorganization plan and 
shall receive compensation to be fixed in accordance with the classification laws, 
as now or hereafter amended, except that the compensation for not to exceed 
fifteen such offices at any one time may be fixed without regard to the numerical 
limitations on positions set forth in section 505 of the Classification Act of 1949 
(5 U. S. C. 1105). 

(b) There are hereby established in the Government of the District of Co- 
lumbia two new offices, one of which shall have the title of “Chief of Police” and 
the other the title of “Fire Chief.” The Chief of Police and the Fire Chief shall 
each be appointed by the Board of Commissioners and shall each receive com- 
pensation fixed by the said Board at a rate of not in excess of $12,800 per annum. 

Sec. 5. Transfer of personnel, property, records, and funds.—With respect to 
personnel, property, records, and unexpended balances of appropriations, alloca- 
tions, and other funds, available or to be made available, relating to functions 
transferred, or authorized to be delegated, by the provisions hereof, the Board 





of Commissioners from time to time may effect such transfers between agencies 
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of the Government of the District of Columbia (including transfers between the 
Board of Commissioners and any other agency of the Government of the District 
of Columbia) as the Board may deem necessary in order to carry out the provi- 
sions of this reorganization plan 


SENATE COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS, 
Vay 10, 1952. 


ss 


iff Memorandum No, 82—2-383 
Subject: Reorganization Plan No. 5 of 1952—Reorganization of the Government 
of the District of Columbia. 
Plan No. 5 of 1952 provides for the first significant reorganization of the 
Government of the District of Columbia since the act of 1874, which terminated 
self-sovernment in the District and established the present Commission structure. 


SUMMARY 


In brief, plan No. 5 authorizes the Board of Commissioners of the District to 
regroup the District’s functions into a new organization structure, with certain 
exceptions as hereafter noted, in order to clarify responsibility, establish clearer 
lines of authority, and consolidate the functions now performed by almost 100 
separate District agencies. 

To accomplish this, plan No. 5 abolishes some 95 District boards, departments, 
commissions, and offices,’ transfers their functions to the Board of Commissioners 
as a whole, authorizes the Board to redelegate those functions to any Board 
member, officer, employee, or agency of the District, except the courts thereof, 
and empowers the Board to establish a new department structure to discharge 
the regrouped functions. 

The Board, however, may not redelegate to any individual member of the 
Board or to any District officer, employee, or agency the following functions: 
(1) Any regulatory functions vested in the Board by Congress except those 
pertaining to the administration of or procedure before any District agency ; 
(2) the function of approving any contract in excess of $25,000, which contracts 
must have the approval of the three-member Board acting as a whole; (3) the 
function of appointing or removing the head of any District agency responsible 
directly to the Board: and (4) the function of approving the annual budget for 
the District of Columbia. 

In addition to the District’s judicial agencies which are not subject to the 
Reorganization Act of 1949, several other important District agencies are 
excluded from operation of plan No. 5. Principal among these are the National 
Guard, the Board of Library Trustees, the Board of Education, the Zoning 
Board, the Recreation Board, and the Publie Utilities Commission. 

Plan No. 5 also authorizes the Board to establish 15 executive positions without 
regard to the numerical limitations set forth in section 505 of the Classification 
Act of 1949 for which compensation in excess of the rates established for grade 
GS-15 (810.800) may be paid whenever standards of the classification laws 
permit Other details of plan No. 5 are covered in the section-by-section analysis 
which follows: 

SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS 

Section 1.—Transfers to the Board of Commissioners all functions of 95 Dis- 
trict boards, departments, commissions, and offices. 

Section 2 (a).—Abolishes the 95 District boards, departments, commissions, 
and offices listed in section 1 at such time as the Board of Commissioners specifies 
after effectuation of plan No. 5 of 1952, but in no event later than June 30, 1953. 


Section 2 (b).—Abolishes the office of the People’s Counsel established by sec 
tion 3 of the act of December 15, 1926 (D. C. Code, 1940 ed. sec. 43-205). 
Section 2 (c).—Authorizes the Board of Commissioners to make necessary pro- 


visions for terminating the affairs of any office, department, or agency abolished 
by the provisions of section 2. 

Section 3 Authorizes the Board of Commissioners to redelegate the perform- 
ance of any of its functions, including any function transferred to or otherwise 
vested in the Board of Commissioners by plan No. 5 of 1952 to any member of the 
Board of Commissioners or to any other officer, employee, or agency of the District 
of Columbia, except the courts thereof. 


1 For list of abolished offices see appendix A, attached 
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Section 3 (b).—Prohibits the Board of Commissioners from delegating any of 
the following functions to any individual member of the Board or to any other 
officer, employee, or agency of the District: (1) Any regulatory function vested 
in the Board by Congress except those pertaining to the administration of or 
procedure before any District agency; (2) the function of approving any contract 
in excess of $25,000, which contracts must have the approval of the Board of 
Commissioners as a whole; (3) the function of appointing or removing any 
District agency head responsible directly to the Board; or (4) the function of 
approving the budget for the District of Columbia. 

Section. 4.—Authorizes the Board of Commissioners to establish a new depart- 
mental structure consisting of so many agencies, departments, and offices with 
such titles as the Board of Commissioners shall determine necessary to discharge 
the functions abolished by section 2 and transferred to the Commissioners by 
section 1. Authorizes the Board of Commissioners to make appointments to the 
new agencies, departments, and offices created in accordance with the civil-service 
classification laws, and authorizes the appointment of 15 positions for which 
compensation in excess of the rates established for grade GS—15 (10,800) may be 
paid without regard to the numerical limitations on such positions set forth in 
section 505 of the Classification Act of 1949. 

Section 4 (b).—BEstablishes two new offices in the District of Columbia to have 
the titles, respectively, of “Chief of Police” and “Fire Chief.” Each officer shall 
be appointed by the Board of Commissioners at compensation to be determined by 
the Board at a rate not in excess of $12,800 per annum. 

Section 5—Authorizes the Board of Commissioners to transfer personnel, prop- 
erty, records, and funds between District agencies or between the Board of Com- 
missioners and District agencies as the Board determines necessary to implement 
the provisions of plan No. 5 of 1952. 


DEFECTS OF PLAN NO. 5 OF 1952 


Some concern has been expressed over the broad grant of authority given the 
District Commissioners by plan No. 5. The plan is more of a carte blanche dele- 
gation of power, with certain afore-mentioned exceptions, than a comprehensive 
reorganization plan based upon accepted municipal organization principles. This 
“blank check” to the Commissioners, except for the exclusion of certain fune- 
tions, leaves future reorganization entirely at the Commissioners’ discretion. 

Another objection of even greater significance is that plan No. 5 perpetuates 
the present commission form of government in the District. This form of 
government has been repeatedly condemned by a series of extensive authorita- 
tive reports over the last 25 years which unanimously described the present 
commission form of government as “defective,” “outdated,” and “discredited.” 

In 1929, the Brookings Institution in a full-length report described the de- 
fects of the present system and recommended abolition of the Board of Com- 
missioners and creation of a council-manager system. In 1937, the Jacobs 
report stated that “the commission form of municipal organization * * * 
has heen eclipsed in the last 20 years by the more effective managerial type of 
government. During the last 60 years, however, the form of the District gov- 
ernment has undergone no material changes. * * * The present depart- 
mental organization and administrative and fiscal procedures in the District 
government are not conducive to the highest standards of service and economy.” 
In 1939, the Griffenhagen report described the “weaknesses and deficiencies of 
the existing organization of the government of the District.” It said that “the 
present Board of Commissioners is not unlike a city commission under the out- 
dated and rather generally discredited commission form of city government.” 
And in 1948 the Auchincloss report again described the defects of the present 
form of District government and stated that “the present Board of Commissioners 
of the District of Columbia should be abolished.” 

Aside from the splintering of the District government into three divisions 
under as many Commissioners, as has been the tendency in the past, the fusion of 
executive authority, ordinance-making powers, and administrative responsibility 
in an appointed three-member board violates not only the constitutional prin- 
ciple of separation of powers, but also generally accepted principles of good 
government organization, management, and practices. 

Of particular concern to authorities on government management is the 
failure of plan No. 5 to provide an administrative officer to relieve the Board 
of Commissioners, who are vested with executive, legislative, and regulatory 
powers, from the heavy, time-consuming burden of administrative résponsi- 
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ty for the day-to-day conduct of the District's extremely complicated affairs. 


\ proposed reorganization plan, drafted by the Bureau of the Budget, which 
incorporated the major recommendations of the four authoritative management 
reports made over the last quarter of a century on the District of Columbia 
govel ent and which would have eliminated the fundamental weaknesses 
nherent in the present District government was rejected by President Truman 
in preference to the District Commissioners’ recommendations, which are incor- 


PRESENT ORGANIZATION OF THE GOVERNMENT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


The District of Columbia has one of the most complicated local government 
organization structures in the Nation. 

The governing body in the existing government is the Board of Commissioners 
which consists of two residents of the District appointed by the President, with 
the consent of the Senate, and an officer detailed from the United States Corps of 
kngineers, 

seneath this top layer of authority is a confusing maze of approximately 100 
separate agencies, departments, and offices—some of them independent, some of 
them policy-making, and many of them duplicative—resulting in a chaotic munici- 
pal structure probably unparalleled in American government. 

The District government at present has one-third more than the total number 
of agencies in the executive branch of the Federal Government including the tem- 
porary emergency agencies. 

The Board of Commissioners is both the local policy-making body and the chief 
executive agency of the District government. While limited, its policy-making au- 
thority is substantial and includes power to promulgate regulations comparable 
to city-council ordinances. Its executive power is vested by Congress in the Board, 
but is abridged in many instances by subsequent statutory authority to various 
District agencies. 

The Board supervises preparation of the District budget, which amounted to 
$144,459,557 for fiscal 1952, including an $11,400,000 appropriation by the Con- 
gress; is responsible for the supervision of District agencies to the extent that 
they report to any higher authority in the District ; appoints the heads and some 
of the subordinate personnel of most District agencies; and passes upon a great 
variety of administrative matters ranging from approval of contracts for public- 
works projects to authorization of the retirement of individual District employees. 

Although legal responsibility is vested in the Board of Commissioners as a 
body, in the past the Board has traditionally divided the District’s agencies among 
its members; for example, one Commissioner supervising the Fire Department, 
Police Department, the District’s financial agencies, and other units; another the 
Health Department, the Board of Public Welfare, the public schools, ete.; and 
the Engineer Commissioner, zoning, public works, public utilities, highways, ete. 
Such a practice has resulted in a tendeney to divide the District into three parts, 
with administrative authority clearly delineated in each. 

Such a disorganized arrangement is hardly conducive to efficient administration 
of the District’s affairs. The commingling of policy making with day-to-day 
administration, the mushroom growth of approximately 100 subordinate agencies 
to administer the District’s affairs, plus the traditional separation of administra- 
tive responsibility among the Commissioners has created an incredibly cumber- 
some, complicated, and confused scheme of government. 

(For a summary of major defects in the District of Columbia’s complicated 
organization, see appendix B, attached.) 


HISTORY OF THE GOVERN MENT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


The present commission government of the District of Columbia had its origins 
in the act of 1S74 which abolished self-government for the District and estab- 
lished a temporary appointive Commission of three citizens. 

Four years later, by act of Congress approved July 11, 1878, that temporary 
arrangement was made permanent, with an officer detailed from the United 
States Corps of Engineers replacing one of the three citizen members of the 
Board. Since that date, despite tremendous growth in functions, responsi- 
bilities, and population, the District’s complex affairs have been governed under 
this charter adopted almost 75 years ago. 

The act of 1874 which created the temporary Commission failed to provide 
the right of local suffrage which District residents had exercised for three- 
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quarters of a century, nor did the act of 1878 make provision for the franel 
The District, therefore, has been without local self-government since 1874 

(For the earlier history of the government of the District of Columbia since 
1790 when Congress originally established the District, see appendix ©.) 


rHE EFFECTIVE DATE OF PLAN NO 


Plan No. 5 of 1952 was submitted to the Congress by the President on May 
1, 1952, under the authority of the Reorganization Act f 1949 Under the 


provisions of that act, the plan shall take effect upon the expiration of the first 


period of 60 calendar days of Continuous session of the Congress following the 
date upon which the plan was submitted unless by aflirmative vote by a majority 
of the authorized membership of either of the two Houses of Congress a re 


lution of disapproval is passed. The plan will therefore become effective 12: 01 
a. m., July 1, 1952, unless disapproved by the House or the Senate 
MILES ScuLL, Jr., 


Profession Ntaff Member 


Approved: 
WALTER L. ReyNnoups, Staff Director 


APPENDIX A 


List of agencies in the District of Colu hia Gorernment rehiel ould be abolished 
by Reorganization Plan No. 5 o 
Alcoholic Beverage Control Board 
Anatomical Board 
Board of Accountancy 
Board of Assistant Assessors 
Board of Barber Examiners for the District of Columbia 
Board for the Condemnation of Dangerous and Unsafe Buildins 
Board for the Condemnation of Insanitary Buildings in the District of 


Columbia 

Board of Dental Examiners 

Board of hg 

Board of Examiners and Registrars of Architects 

Board of | miners of Steal ind othe Operat gy Engineers 

Board of Examiners of Veterinary Medicine 

Board of Optometry 

Board of Parole 

Board of Pharmacy 

Board of Podiatry Examiners 

Board of Police and Fire Surgeons 

Board of Public Welfare 

Board of Revocation and Review of Hackers Identification Cards 

Beard of Revocation, Suspension, and Restoration of Operators Permits 

Board of Special Appeals 

Board of Tax Appeals 

Bridge Division 

Bu Office 

Building Inspection Division 

Central Garage and Shops 

Central Permit Bureau 

Commission on Licensure To Practice the Healing Art in the District of 
Columbia 

Committee on Special Assessment Appeals 

Construction Division 

Department of Construction 

Department of Corrections 

Department of Highways 

Department of Inspections 

Department of Insurance 

Department of Sanitary Engineering 

Department of Vehicles and Traffic 

Department of Weights, Measures, and Markets 

Disbursing Office 

District Boxing Cominissien 


District of Columbia Board « cs etology 
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District of Columbia Board of Registration for Professional Engineers 
District of Columbia Educational Agency for Surplus Property 
District of Columbia Pound 
District of Columbia Repair Shop 
District Personnel Board 
istrict Unemployment Compensation Board 
Jivision of Printing and Publications 
ectrical Division 
ectrical Examining Board 
Jlectrical Inspection Division 
Elevator Inspection Division 
Executive Office of the Board of Commissioners of the District of Columbia 
Fire Department 
Fire Safety Division 
Fire Trial Board 
Gallinger Municipal Hospital 
Glenn Dale Sanatorium 
Health Department 
License Bureau 
Mi tropolitan Police Department 
linimum Wage and Industrial Safety Board 
Motion-Picture Operators Examining Board 
Motor Vehicle Parking Agency 
Municipal Architect 
Nurses Examining Board 
Yffice of the Administrator of Rent Control 
iffice of the Assessor 
‘lice of the Auditor 
f f the Chief Clerk, Public Works 
lice of Civil Defense 

f the Collector of Taxes 
Of of the Coroner 
Office of the Corporation Counsel 
Office of the Secretary to the Board of Commissioners of the District of 

Columbia 

Office of the Surveyor 
Office of the Water Registrar 

bing Board 

Inspection Division 
1 Firemen’s Retiring and Relief Board 
e Trial Board 


I 

| 

I 

lu asing Office 
I ' 

I 


J 

Kh 
ko 
Fk 


Estate Commission 
g ar of Titles and Tags 
Sanitation Division 
Sewnge Treatment Plant 


Sewer Division 


‘ e and Boiler Inspe tion Division 
_ LD ision 
Superintendent of District Buildings 
d Parking Division 
i ) ’ s Hye spit 
Una } Ss’ Examini Committee 
\ Service Center 
Iivis n 
APPENDIX B 
MAJOR DEFECTS IN THE ORGANIZATION OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA GOVERNMENT 
1 are far too many separate agencies for efficient administration.—The 
eXi some 100 agencies is one-third more than the number of agencies 
n the entire executive branch of the Federal Government, including the tempo- 
rary emergency agencies No executive can effectively supervise the number of 
igencies that are supposed to report to the Board of Commissioners, 
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2. Lines of authority and responsibility are confused, uncertain, and some- 
times nonexristent ; some agencies are largely autonomous, and some are wholly 
uncontrolled, and many duplicate others.—The Loard of Commissioners heads 
the District government and is responsible for its administration, but in reality 
it lacks the necessary authority to exercise effective supervision over many 
District agencies. A considerable number of agencies have substantial policy- 
making authority independent of the Board of Commissioners—in some cases 
including power to prescribe regulations on the general public. Though the 
“executive power” is vested in the Board, the actual extent of its authority is 
often so uncertain as to preclude effective supervision over many agencies. 
For some it consists mainly of the power to review and revise budget esti- 
mates, but for a considerable number even budgetary control is lacking, since 
the agencies are financed from fees which are available for their expenditure 
without appropriation. Furthermore, the very multiplicity of agencies impairs 
executive control, obscures responsibility, and confuses the Congress, the com- 
munity, and the District employees themselves as to the conduct of District 
affairs. This condition is aggravated by the fact that more than half the agencies 
of the District government are headed by boards or commissions. which under 
almost any arrangement tend to divide responsibility and complicate super- 
vision. Among these are some of the most important agencies of the District 
government in terms of expenditures and the impact of their programs on the 
community. 

3. In several areas related programs are scattered among a considerable array 
of separate agencies.—The fiscal functions of the District government are divided 
among five agencies—the Auditor, Assessor, Collector of Taxes, Disbursing Of- 
ficer, and Budget Otlicer—whereas, in other cities, most of these activities are 
normally administered by a single department of finance. Engineering and 
public works activities are divided among eight different departments and agen- 
cies—the Department of Highways, Department of Sanitary Engineering, Depart- 
ment of Construction, Department of Inspection, Surveyor, Water Registrar, Cen- 
tral Permit Bureau, and Chief Clerk, Public Works—together with part of a ninth 
avency, the Department of Vehicles and Traffic. Activities relating to employ- 
ment in private industry are scattered among five agencies, and the field of 
business regulaticn is broken up among a long list of boards, commissions, and 


othe aAgeuecies 

4. The District lacks a chief erecutive officer the first essential of efficient 
administration.—The necessity of a chief executive officer is a basic principle of 
organization, both in government and in business. The Board of Commis- 
sioners of the District of Columbia is no adequate substitute for such a chief 
executive. Not only are boards and commissions cumbersome as executive agen- 
cies, but in this case the Board has normally left administrative supervision 
largely to its individaul members for assigned groups of agencies. However, 
three Commissioners individually acting as executives for three segments of the 
government do not in practice add up to a single executive head for the govern 
ment of the District. Characteristically, the Commissioners have tended to be- 
come preoccupied with the affairs of their particular agencies and to give inade- 
quate attention to the rest of the government. This tends to break the District 
government into three parts and to produce a three-headed organization 

5. The Board of Commissioners combines both policy-making and policy- 
erecuting funetions.—Policy-making requires the deliberation upon and the bring 
ing together of varying viewpoints and interests. In a large city that calls for a 
body of several members, freed from administrative detail, who can view the 
problems of government as a whole instead of being preoccupied with any singie 
segment or with administrative detail. On the other hand, administration calls 
for a single executive who not only can give direction to but who can be held 
clearly responsible for the efficient, economical administration of local govern 
mental activities. The latter administrative responsibility involves detaile 
day-to-day transactions which interfere with adequate attention to the broader 
policy-making problems. This is the fundamental dilemma of the commission 
form of local government in the District of Columbia. 

6. The Board of Commissioners is too small to be an adequate local policy- 
making body.—A body of three persons, only two of whom are selected from the 
citizens of the community, is altogether too small for the determination of local 
governmental policies, programs and regulations in a jurisdiction of over 800,000 
people. It is certainly not realistic to believe that such a board can provide the 
diversity of experience or give the proper attention to supervision of the multi- 











1? REORGANIZATION PLAN NO. 5 OF 1952 














l t of eal atlairs in a commu of this size In no other city of com 
bh size in this country is the governing body composed of less than eight 
lof whom are local citize 
APPENDIX ¢ 
iiSilo} I itit ( Vil M Ol COLU MBIA 
Art I, see nS, of the Constitutic of the United State gives Congress the 
} Wwe 
lo exer exc ve Legislation in all Case whatsoever, over such District 
(1h ‘ eding ten Miles squars a iv. Dy Ce on of particuta States, and 
the A Li f Congress, become the Seat of the Government of the United 
li rdance with this pre on, Congres n J 16, 1790 (1 Stat. 130; 4 
I ” I hh MM ren 171 pe “ed ct ( b ig thie Di rict of 
( mil 
Virg i and Mat ind ceded la for the territor When the seat of Gov 
ernm is permanently established in 1800, both t corporatio f the city of 
\lex l nceorporat by Virginia nd the corporation f the city of George 
n, incorporated by Maryland, were included S46 Congress gave back to 
Virg L its portion, retaining the Maryland portion which covers approximately 
7O squa mile Until 1846, whe Virgin | ( \lexandr City and 
( ll \\ returned he District included ( poration of Washington, tl 
pol f A nel the cor ion of ¢ gzetow ind the counties of 
\“\ ng and Alexandria 
In 1802 the first g ment ! istri f Columbia con d « i mayor 
ppointed b e President of t [ ted Strate nd a city council elected by 
he 1 rhe city council was give the right in 1812 to elect the mayor 
f V gto. din 1820 the ele nh was put the | ds of th ople In 
ISv1 OW Congress acted t bolish the ee poration of Washington and 
Georg d the levy « rt of W hinet Count favor of a Territorial 
Po. oL g er! ent 
The new for f ad istration Ww COMPOSES f governor, a board of 
p ic works d a legislative assembly consisting of a council and a house of 
d giite \ t that t e, and until March 4, 1875, the District of Columbia 
was repres 1 in the wer House of Congress by delegate fhe governor 
and the members of the board of public works and of 1 council were appointed 
! he Pre lent by and with the advice and consent of the Senate The 22 mem 
| f 1 lelegates and the Delegate ongress were elected by the 
pt | ‘ 
After June 20, IST4. a change was made, and the District was governed by three 
Con 7D ed by the Presiden | temporary form of government 
( July 1, 1878S, w e permanent con sion ernment was estab 
shed | of Congress of June 11. IST7TS (ZO Stat. 102 Cl ting the present 
Dist gove ment, makes no ] vision for the franchise 
The f copy of tter from the Director o he Bureau of ‘ 
Budg | forth his views on Reorganization Plan No. 5 of 1952, providing 
for reor ! on of the government of the District of Columbia 
| I PEE a Py 
Was] zs. € l/ “) > ae 
He Mat 
( \ ( ( G 0) 
te O R ling, Was] at a. ey 
M | ( \N: In reply vour reques I etting forth m 
R ni fi! he | ) ‘ 
\ hoot the { f Columbia 
| I> f the most com] local governmental 
oO he count! In part, this is attributable to the unusual expanse 


I ful ns » lve adil tere ( erly the areus of t e und ¢ nit i well 
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as municipal government But to: reater degree it is due to three-quarters of 
a century of unplanned developme! 

Reorganization Plan No. 5 of 1952 does not itself reconstruct the government 
of the District of Columbia: rather, it empowers the Board of Commissioners 
to effect such a reconstructio It does this by ¢ transferring to the Board 
of Commissioners is the entra 0 I ne bod tiie functions of some 5 
agencies ne-fourth ot the interna s of larger agencies—of the District 
government listed section 1 of the plan, it dine the functions of all officers, 
empl vees, and units of those agencies h) abolishing t e avencies effective 
not later than June 30, 1953 nad (¢ authorizing the Board to provide for the 
performance of any of its functions 1 hose already vested in it by 

e and those transferred to or vest the reorganization plan) by 
dividual member of the Boa t Oo. \ nv othe officer | movee, or agency 
District gove nent except é The combination of those three 
provisions provides complete flexibility f organ ! vith respect to by far 
the greater part of the administrative machinery of the Distriet governmer 
and he Board of Commissioners ol ete cont! ver both the organiza 
ti he administration of all the functions preset vested in the 95 named 





The only parts of the District government which the Commissioners will not 





ive iuthority to reorganize under the plan are the Board of Commissioners 
itself, the courts, and some 13 statu included in the list in 
section 1 of the pli tH Ihe pri peak ¢ Fences re the son of 
Education and the Board of Library Trustees, which in most cities are auto 
omous or semiautonomou the National Guard, which is a part of the District 
government in only a limited sense; the Public Utilities Commission and the 
Zoning Commission, which are major regulatory bodies; and the Recreation 





Board 








With respect to the functions already possessed by the Board of Commissioners 
Or ansferred to or vested in it by the plan, the o1 restrictions on the authority 
of the Board to reorganize four limitations imposed by section 3 (b) of the 
plan on its power to deleg s function These limitations forbid the Board 
Oo delegate to at other officer, employee, « ngen lL) any of the Board’s 
functions with respect to making and adopting lations other than those 
pertainin to the administration of pron ‘ wefore inv agency of the 
Ldistrict government: (2) the approval of any contract in excess of $25,000; (3) 
the appointment and removal of the head of any agency responsible directly to 
he Board of Commissioners : and (4) the approval of the District budget These 

itations are intended to prevent the delegation of functions which should be 
performed only by the Board itself as the head of the District government 


Concerning the third of these lim rtant to note that it forbids 


only with respect to the 


the delegation of the appoin 








heads of agencies which are ectly responsible t e Board of Commissioners 
It does not preclude delegating the power to appoint and remove the head of 
any agency who reports to and is supervised by another officer or body Cons 

quentiy, it permits the Bourd to elegate to the head fa department the ap 
pointment and removal of the heads of the bureaus, divisions nd other agencies 


within his department 


In order to facilities the rec uction of the District government by the Cor 








missioners and the concentration of activities into a reasonable number of new 
departments and agencies, section 4 of the plan establishes so many new agencies 
nd offices as the Board of Commissioners from tit to ft e determines Each 
of the new offices will be filled by appointment either by the Board or by another 
officer or body to which it delegates the appointing power under section 3 of the 
plan 

fhe new officers will receive compensation at rates fixed in accordance with the 
Federal classification laws, as now or hereaft ame ed By action of the 
United States Civil Service Commission or the President the compensatcio o 
not over 15 of the new offices may be fixed without regard te he numerical mi 
tations on supergrade positions set forth in section 505 of the Classification Act 
of 1949. This is necessat in order to pro e si ries for a few department 

ad nnd other ke ottices whiel v1 I Ke DOs Ne ft ta persons of he 
hilitv and « perience essent il to the « ‘ I ition of those rn t 3 
rhe plan also establishes new offices of Chief of 1 e and Fire Chief and fixes 
suitable rates of compensation for them 

iF it feature of e pial . I abolitic { e office of People’s Cou ¢ 


and its funetion 7 s of e wis ( ed te ene the pul nterest it 
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presentation of cases before the Public Utilities Commission. The responsi- 

we office substantially dupticate the basic responsibilities of the Com- 

mission for protecting the public interest with respect to public utility matters 

and the duties performed by its staff and an Assistant Corporation Counsel in 

presentation of evidence and the examination of witnesses at hearings be- 

fore the Commission. Because of this duplication, the office has been left vacant 
throughout much of its existence. 

Under the reorganization plan the Board of Commissioners will have the 
necessary authority to correct most of the basic defects in the organization of 
the District government outside the areas administered by the 13 agencies ex- 
cluded from the plan. 

Specifically, the plan gives the Board of Commissioners the necessary author- 
ty to take the following steps for improving the administration of the District 
government: 

1. Concentrating the activities of the 95 agencies and units listed by the 
plan into a reasonable number of departments. 
iiiminating needless boards and commissions, 
Grouping related activities and programs by major function or purpose, 
4. Establishing clear lines of authority and responsibility running from 
the Board of Commissioners down through the administrative structure to 
the lowest units. 

Providing sound systems and effective central controls with respect to 
fiscal, personnel, procurement, and property administration in the District 
government within the procedural requirements imposed by statute 

6. Providing effective machinery for the over-all supervision and direction 
of District agencies. 

These benefits are long overdue. I urge that your committee recommend that 
the Congress permit Reorganization Plan No. 5 to become effective. 

Sincerely yours, 
EF. J. LAwton, Director. 


The CratrmMan. Commissioner Donohue, will you come forward, 
please / 
Good morning, Commissioner. Do you have a prepared statement ? 


STATEMENT OF F. JOSEPH DONOHUE, ACTING PRESIDENT, BOARD 
OF COMMISSIONERS, GOVERNMENT OF THE DISTRICT OF 
COLUMBIA 


Commissioner Donouur. No, I do not, Senator. I would like to 
make a brief preliminary statement, and then call upon General Rob- 
inson, who is prepared to present the plan in full. 

Mr. ( hairman, I am I. Joseph Donohue, the Acting President of 
the Board of Commissioners. 

Shortly after my appointment to office, some 14 months aco, the 
matter of the reorganization of the government of the District of 
Columbia was first ealled to my at ention, as the result of a letter, 
\\ hich | thir k was received not only bv me but my two brothers ou 
the Board of Commissioners, from Senator Case, of South Dakota, 
nviting the attention of the Board of Commissioners to the fact 
that prior to my appointment, at least, there had been presented 
for the consideration of the Board of Commissioners a plan for the 
reorganization of the government of the District of Columbia. which 
had oeen prepared by our very able budget officer, Mr. Walter Fowler. 

In response to that letter, and after having consulted with General 
Robin SOn, who had meanwhile been also appointed to the Board of 
Commissioners, we told Senator Case that we had but recently been 
appointed to the Board of Commissioners, that we intended to forth- 
with study the sO called ow ler Plan of Reorganization of the Govern- 
ment of the District of Columbia, and that we would reply to Senator 
(ase in due course. 
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Thereupon, early in August, General Robinson, our Engineer Com- 
missioner, and his staff, began an analysis of a plan for the reorganiza- 
tion of the government of the District of Columbia, taking advantage 
not only of the skill and experience of the personnel of the govern- 
ment of the District of Columbia but taking advantage, too, of the 
countless tomes of material which, over a period of 50 years, as a re- 
sult of many studies of the government of the District of Columbia, 
were available for that purpose, 

In consequence, when, on the first day of November of last year, 
the Board of Commissioners was informed by the Bureau of the 
Budget, the Federal Bureau of the Budget, for the first time. that 
it was the intention of the President of the United States, under the 
Reorganization Act of 1949) to submit a plan for the reorganization 
of the government of the District of Columbia, and asking us to sub- 
mit such a plan within 30 days thereof, fortunately we were not taken 
by surprise, because the countless hours of effort which had already 
been expended by General Robinson and his staff put us in a position 
where we were able, not within the 30 days which were allocated to 
us by the Federal Bureau of the Budget, but within 47 d: ays thereafter, 
to send to the Bureau of the Budget for the consideration of the P res- 
ident a plan for the reorganization of the government of the District 
of Columbia. 

Sometime subsequently, we called for a series of ies hearings, 
and every detail of the plan hie ‘+h had been submitted by the Board 
of Commissioners for the consideration of the President was fully 
discussed in the press, and at a public hearing, at which a substantial 
number of representative Washington citizens were present, the details 
of the plan were explained and a full consideration given to the condi- 
vions and to the subject matter of the entire plan. 

Sometime subsequently, the Board of Commissioners was informed, 
in a conference with the representatives of the Federal Bureau of the 
Budget. that they, too, had prepared for the consideration of the Pres- 
ident a plan for the reorganization of the government of the District 
of Columoia, which substantially differed from the pl: in which had 
been prepared and submitted by the Board of Commissioners. 

The CHarrman. Who had submitted it? 

Commissioner Dononvur. The Federal Bureau of the Budget, sir. 

The Cuatrman. They had deve ai a plan? 

Commissioner Donounvr. Yes, si 

The Cuarrman. And you had submitted the plan prepared by the 
District ¢ 

Commissioner Dononwvr. Yes, sir. The substantial difference be- 
tween the two plans being that it was the purpose of the Board of 
Commissioners, as the result of experience in this city since the year 
1874, under the commission form of government, to maintain and pre- 
serve that form of government, for many reasons, which will be dis- 
cussed subsequently by General Robinson. 

On the contrary, the essence of the plan as presented by the Bureau 
of the Budget for the consideration of the President was that it would 
substitute, in lieu of the present three-man full-time Board of Com- 


1 Public Law 109, 8ist Cong. See appendix, p. 105 
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missioners fe ei ited by the President, one of the three being a senior 
officer of the Corps of Engineers of the United States Army, the 


Engineer Commissioner having been almost the keystone upon which 
this Government of ours has successfully oper: ated since 1874 the 
Federal Bureau of the Budget, in its plan, would substitute for that 
kind of government the appointment by the President of a nine-man 
part-time city commission Or council. And to assist in the adminis- 
tration of the affeirs of the government of the District of Columbia, 
it was the thought that that part time city council or city commis 
sion would appoint a full-time city manager, 

Phe respective merits of these two plans were discussed on numerous 
occasions by representatives of the government of the District of Ce 
lumbia and the Federal Bureau of the Budget. 

Phere came a time when representative of our government and the 
Federal Bureau of the Budget made a trip to the Midwest, where 
consultations were had with experts on the same subject. 

Phere came atime when subsequently the merits of these two plans 
were discussed with the President of the United States. 

There also came a time when it became apparent to the people of 
the city of Washington, at a time when days if not hours were left on 
the schedule, which obviously required the President, if he were to 
reorganize the government of the District of Columbia under the Reor- 
ganization Act of 1949, to submit such a plan to the Congress not 

ich later than the Ist day of May—when it became apparent to the 
people of Washington that there was a likelihood that the Federal 
Bureau of the Budget’s plan for a commission or council-manager 
form of government might be approved by the President of the United 
states, 

(nd there was an almost immediate reaction on the part of the peo- 
ple » of this great city. 

Qf course, we are not permitted the privilege of voting in this great 
CILy, a id pel haps for that reason we are more conscious of our form 
of government and are more conscious of our rights than would even 
be true perhaps if we had the right to exercise the privilege of voting. 
Phere was an immediate reaction. And I think I can say, sir, that in 
niv nearly 54 years in the city of Washington, where there have been 
subjects upon which people have disagreed, where there have been 
matters which have aroused pub ic action, I have never seen a greater 
unanimity of opinion on a subject than was expressed with respect to 
the difference in evaluation between * e plan for the reorganization of 
ns government of the District of Columbia as prese nted to the press 
and to the public by the Federal ees of the Budget, and the plan 
which mag V mo iths before had been presented to the public and dis- 
cussed by the public as prepared by the Board of Commissioners; in 
consequence of which—and IT would ask permission from the chairman 
to introduce into the record a copy of an advertisement which appeared 
in each of the daily papers in the city of Washington, in the nature 
of an open letter to the President, in which the following groups, 
whose names appeared upon this advertiseme nt. indicated the ir defi- 
nite and determined preference for the plan of reorganization as 
pre ented by the Board of Commis sioners for the President’s con- 
sideration and in opposition to the plan as presented by the Federal 
Bureau of the Budget. 
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This ad Was signed by the following persol Se representing the fol- 
lowing organizations: 

Dr. a, Ross Veal, president of the Federation of Citizens Associa- 
tions, represent ing 6d member bodies: 

Mr. Martin A. Bryant, department commander, Veterans of Foreign 
Wars. representing ou posts 5 

Mr. P. M. Deming, president, the Junior Chamber of Commerce ; 

Mr. John B. Dunean, president, Federation of Civie wAssoclations, 
representing 32 member bodies: 

Mr. John L. C. Sullivan, president, Federation of Business Men’s 
Associations, representing 24+ me mber bodies: 

Mr. C. Melvin Sharpe, chairman, ¢ ommiittee of One Hundred for the 
Federal City: 

Mr. Thomas J. Groom, president, the Washington Board of Trade; 

Mr. Leonard Pr, Walsh, president of the Bar Association of the 
District of Columbia: 

Mr. Martin A. Cook, department commander, ¢ atholie Wat Veter- 
ans, representing 11 posts: 

Mr. William J. Holliman, department commander, American 
Legion, representing 60 posts ; 

Mrs. Harvey J. Wiley, acting president, Federation of Women’s 
Clubs; 

Mr. William H. Dyer, president of the District of Columbia Build- 
ing and Loan League; 

Mr. Glenn E. Watts, president of the District of Columbia Industrial 
Union Council of the CIO: 

Mr. Walton L. Sanderson, president of the Distriet of Columbia 
Bankers Association; 

Mr. J. A. Kamerow, chairman of the board of the American Busi- 
ness Association: 

Kva Manchester, department commander, AMVETS, representing 
1) posts; 

Mr. Edward R. Carr, president, Washington Real Estate Board: 

Mr. Jesse C. Suter, president, Association of Oldest Inhabitants, 
District of Columbia: and 

Mr. Dewey Zirkin, president, Merchants and Manufacturers 
Association. 

The CHairman. The advertisement that you referred to may be 
printed in the record at this point. 

(The advertisement referred to is as follows :) 





From the Washington Daily News, April 21, 1952 
AN OPEN LETTER TO THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES 


rHE CITIZENS OF WASHINGTON NEED YOUR HELP 


The citizens of the District of Columbia are vitally interested in achieving 
for our community the highest standards of local government. We, the under- 
signed, are bringing to your attention a situation which could do irreparable 
harm to the welfare of this city. 

Now under your consideration are two plans for the reorganization of the 
government of the District of Columbia. One has been submitted by the Dis- 
trict Commissioners, whereas the other has been prepared by the Bureau of the 
Budget. We wish at this time to offer our wholehearted support to the plan 
for the reorganization of the administrative procedures of the District gov- 
ernment as submitted by our own District Commissioners. We also wish to 
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express our strong objections to that reorganization proposed by the Bureau 


of t! sudget insofar as we understand that plan. 
We are making this statement as representatives of a wide area of interests 
in this city. Among us are groups which hold different opinions on specific 


problems of reorganization and form of government. But we are united in 
our position to the hazily defined Bureau of the Budget plan, and we are united 
in our support of the reorganization proposed by the District Commissioners. 


VW e all want good Jove rnment 


You, Mr. President, have always been a leading figure in the fight for better 
government in the Capital City of the Nation. We feel certain that you will 
also wish to hear the views of those citizens now on such an important issue as 
reorganization of our government 

We have stated that we support the reorganization plan sponsored by the 
entire Board of Commissioners. This plan represents the considered judgment 
of our city officials, based upon years of analyses by individuals intimately fa 
miliar with the District's special problems. At public hearings, through the 
press and radio, at appearances by the Commissioners to explain their plan, 
and in civie discussions, the issues involved in this reorganization proposal have 
been completely brought to light. 


What is the Budget Bureaw’s plan? 


In contrast to the Commissioners’ plan, the reorganization proposals of the 
sureau of the Budget would be an ill-considered experiment and should not be 
undertaken. More specifically, Mr. President, we are opposed to any plan of 
reorganization being adopted without the citizens first knowing the contents 
of that plan. In this case, not only has the community been abruptly presented 
with the plan, but its contents are barely known to anyone except, we presume, 
its authors. We, the citizens who would have to live under the new govern 
ment, would have the plan served upon us without the least opportunity to 
examine its ramifications. These circumstances must shock you as much as they 
shock us for you have always indicated your wish that the citizens of Washing- 
ton be heard in matters concerning their government. At present, however, 
our most interesfed citizens—and indeed our own Commissioners—are kept in 
the dark about a plan which would determine the future of cur city. 


This is not effective reorganization 


As far as we have been able to judge from the few facts made public by the 
Budget Bureau, there are specific shortcomings to this reorganization plan 
which we should now like to present: 

1. No city of comparable size has a manager form of government, al- 
though one larger city tried and rejected it. 

2. The complexity of the District of Columbia’s combined State, county, 

and municipal activities is too great for the manager form. 

3. The Budget Bureau proposal would unquestionably lessen the possibility 
of effective cooperation within the Washington area toward the develop- 
ment of a greater National Capital. 

!. The concentration of all administrative authority in a city manager 
would militate against the close cooperation now achieved with the Federal 
agencies 

5. Under the Budget Bureau plan, the District of Columbia would be 
shackled with this unwise experiment until January 1, 1954. 

We stand firm 

These are but a few of the serious objections we feel would arise from the type 
of reorganization suggested by the Bureau of the Budget. These dangers are 
avoided, however, through the Commissioners’ reorganization plan. 

Our alarm at the prospect of a hastily presented and ill-advised plan-for the 
reorganization of the District’s government has prompted this group of lead- 
ing organizations of Washington to make this appeal to you, Mr. President. 
We stand firm in our belief that a grave injustice would be imposed upon our 
community should you submit the Budget Bureau’s recommendations to the 


Congress, 


Wwe repe at: 


We are opposed to any plan of reorganization being adopted without the 
citizens first knowing the contents of the plan; 


We are not in favor of the city manager form of government; 
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We support the Board of Commissioner’s plan of reorganization. 
We earnestly solicit your consideration of our views 
Dr. J. Ross Veal, president, Federation of Citizens’ Associations, representing 
65 member bodies. 
Martin A. Bryant, department commander, Veterans of Foreign Wars, rep 
resenting 50 posts. 


P. M. Deming, president, junior chamber of commerce 


Eva Manchester, department comuiander, AMVETS, repr nting 15 posts 
Kdward R. Carr, president, Washington Real Estate Roard 
John B. Dunean, president, Federation of Civic Associations, representing 32 


member bodies. 

John L. C. Sullivan, president, Federation ¢ Businessmen’s Associations, 
representing 24 member bodies. 

C. Melvin Sharpe, chairman, Committee of 100 for the Federal City 

Thomas J. Groom, president, Washington Board of Trace 

Leonard P. Walsh, president, Bar Association of the District of Columbia 

Martin A. Cook, department commander, Catholic War Veterans, represent 
ing 11 posts 

William J. Holliman, department commander, American Legion, represent 
ing 60 posts. 

Mrs. Harvey J. Wiley, acting president, Federation of Women’s Clubs 

William H. Dyer, president, District of Columbia Building and Loan League 

Jesse C. Suter, president, Association of Oldest Inhabitants, District of 
Columbia. 

Dewey Zirkin, president, Merchants and Manufacturers Association 

Glenn E. Watts, president District of Columbia Industrial Union Council of 
the CIO 

Walton L. Sanderson, president, District of Columbia Bankers’ Association 

J. A. Kamerow, chairman of the board, American Business Association. 

Commissioner Dononvsr. Thank you sir. 

In addition, sir, I would like to insert, if I may, in the record a page 
and a half of mimeographed matter which would indicate that to the 
best of our knowledge and as far as we could obtain it, with respect to 
the difference of opinion as existing among our people concerning the 
merits of these two plans, there were 36 organizations which wrote 
their approval of the Commissioners’ plan, if I may refer to them 
very briefly only by name. 

Urging that the present or commission form of government be 
maintained was the Columbia Heights Businessmen’s Association. 
Endorsing the Commissioners’ proposal in principle were the Demo- 
cratic Central Committee and the Washineton Building Congress. 

Supporting the Commissioners’ proposal in toto: 

The Citizens Advisory Committee on Public Works, the National 
Capital Park and Planning Commission, the Greater Washington Re- 
tail Jewelers Association, the Washington Hairdressers and Cosme- 
tologists Association. the North Washington Council of Citizens As- 
sociations, the Retail Gasoline Dealers of District of Columbia, the 
District of Columbia Pharmaceutical Association, the Redevelopment 
Land Agency, the Washington Taxpayers Association, the Central 
Labor Union, AFL, the Young Republican Club of District of Co 
lumbia, the Merchants Mutual Benefit Association, the Columbia Park 
Community Club, and the Keystone Automobile Club. 

Organizations which supported the Commissioners’ proposal and 
opposed the Budget Bureau plan were the following: 

The Federation of Citizens Associations, the Federation of Civie 
Associations, the Federation of Business Men’s Associations, the Fed- 
eration of Women’s Clubs, the Washington Board of Trade, the Mer- 
chants and Manufacturers Association. the Ameriean Legion, the 


Veterans of Foreign Wars, the AMVETS. the Catholic War Vet- 
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the Committee of 100 for the Federal City, the Washington 
‘state B yard, the Junior Chambe r ot Commerce, the Distr cl 


umbian Bar Association, the District of Columbia Bankers A 





oclation the Association of Oldest Inhabitants, the District of 
Columbia Bu lding and Loan League, the District of Columbia In 
dustrial Union Couneil (CIO), the American Business Association 

Obyectine to the Budget Bureau proposal itho if Opporcvunity for 
Gaeta led public consideration was the Coune! | of Vet rans Auxiliaries. 


The CratrmMan. Did you have the Republican Siac Committee 
express Its view ¢ 

C omlissioner DONOHUE. We had only the Young Republican 
Club, sir. 

I don’t think the older Republican unit has as yet expressed itself. 

Phe Cuamrman. I just wanted to keep this matter on a nonpartisan 
basis. I hoped to have some Republican expression. 

Commissioner Donouvr. I think you will find that never, Mr. 
Chamman, mn political experience, has it been true that as broad an 
area of public thinking has been united in favor of one plan and in 
opposition to another as is true with respect t o the public sup port 
that was given to the present Commissioner’s plan for the reorgani- 
zation of the government of the District of Columbia. 

The Cuairnman. Did you ask that that document be made a part 
of the record 4 

Commissioner Donon E. Yes, sir, if J may, sIr. 

The CiarMan,. It may be included in the record. 

(The material referred to is as follows:) 


LIST OF ORGANIZATIONS IN FAvorR OF (1) COMMISSIONERS’ PROPOSAL, (2) BUDGET 
BUREAU PROPOSAL 


lor COMMISSIONERS’ PROPOSAL (36) 


Urge Commission-form be retained : 
Columbia Heights Businessmen’s Association 
Indorse Commissioners’ proposal in principle: 
Democratic Central Committee 
Washington Building Congress 
Support Commissioners’ proposal in toto: 
Citizens Advisory Committee on Public Works 
National Capital Park and Planning Commission 
Greater Washington Retail Jewelers Association 
Washington Hairdressers and Cosmetologists Association 
North Washington Council of Citizens Associations 
Retail Gasoline Dealers of District of Columbia 
District of Columbia Pharmaceutical Association 
ao elopment Land Agency 
‘ashington Taxpayers Association 
Central Labor Union, AFL 
Young Republican Club of District of Columbia 
Merchants Mutual Benefit Association 
Columbia Park Community Club 
Keystone Automobile Club 
Support Commissioners’ proposal and oppose Budget Bureau proposal : 
Federation of Citizens Associations 
Federation of Civie Associations 
Federation of Business Men’s Associations 
Federation of Women’s Clubs 
Washington Board of Trade 
Merchants and Manufacturers Association 
American Legion 
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Veterans of Foreign Wars 

AMVETS 

Catholic War Veterans 

Committee of 100 for the Federal City 
Washington Real Estate Board 

Junior Chamber of Commerce 

District of Columbia Bar Associatio) 

District of Columbia Bankers Association 
Association of Oldest Inhabitants 

District of Columbia Building and Loan League 
District of Columbia Industrial Union Council, CLO 
American Business Association 


OBJECTS TO BupdGET BuREAU PROPOSAL WirHourT OPpPpoRTUNITY FOR DETAILED 
PUBLIC CONSIDERATION (1) 
e ‘ e > , ee 
Council of Veterans Auxiliaries 
For BUDGET BUREAU PROPOSAL (3) 
Favor Commission-Manager plan: 
. 


National Council of Jewish Women 
Favor manager plan as more readily adaptable to home rule: 
League of Women Voters 

Favor single executive oflicer : 

Greater Washington Area Council, American Veterans Committee 

Commissioner Donouvuer. And may ] repeat, sir, that with, shall I 
say, the very beneficent prodding of Senator Case, which stimulated 
the Board of Commissioners to action in this matter, and with the 
great skill and administrative ability of my partner on the Board of 
Commissioners, General Robinson, the Engineer Commissioner, we 
were fortunately able to present for the consideration of the President, 
which consideration ultimately resulted in the President’s acceptance 
of the Commissioners’ plan for the reorganization of the government 
of the District of Columbia—for this reason only were we prepared to 
present the plan which was presented, after preparation, and is now 
before this honorable committee for its consideration. 

And if I may, I would like to ask the author of this plan, General 
Robinson, to present it in detail to the members of this committee. 

The CuHarrmMan. We shall be glad to hear him in a moment, Mr. 
Commissioner. 

Is this plan, as submitted by the President, the exact plan developed 
by the Board of Commissioners and submitted to the President ? 

Commissioner Donouve. In its basic philosophy and theory, there 
, is no difference, sir. 

With respect to some of the lesser details, it contains some slight 
modification. But it is essentially and wholly the plan as originally 
prepared. 

. The CuatrmMan. We, of course, do not have before us the plan pre- 
pared by the Bureau of the Budget, and even if we had it before us, 
we could not do anything about it, in that we could not aa it or 
substitute it for the plan submitted. We have to either accept or reject 
this plan as is, without any amendment or substitution. 

But regarding the present plan, of which I have not had the time 
to make a thorough study or analysis, it is a plan insofar as it is a plan, 
that delegates tremendous powers to the Board of Commissioners, does 
it not ? 

In other words, it is more of a delegation of power than it is a 
plan of reorganization. And I assume that there is actually a specific 
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proposal that would give us some information as to what is going to 
happen under this delegation of power. 

Commissioner Donouur. Yes, sir. The general will present you 
with an organizational chart, Mr. Chairman and members of the com- 
mittee, Which will show in detail the purpose of the Board of Com- 
missioners in carrying out this tremendous responsibility which is 
placed on us by the terms of this plan. 

The Cuairnman. All right. Now, there is just one other question. 
You say you have such a plan prepared, that you are prepared to sub- 
mit to this committee, showing the details of the reorganization that 
you will consummate under this delegation of authority. 

May I ask why the details of the plan were not incorporated in 
the reorganization plané What is the reason why they could not 
have been incorporated in the plan, so that if the Congress approves 
it, it would then become law, the equivalent of statute, directing that 
the plan be carried out and executed in that manner ¢ 

Conunissioner Dononur. I would assume, Senator, that perhaps the 
best reason for not having done so is that it would freeze the reorgani- 
zation according to the specific date as presented in the plan. 

It might well be that time and events might indicate that a proposal 
paermner Was an unwise one, and without the opportunity to correct 
or change it, freezing it according to an organizational chart, I think, 
would Sclohale handicap us in a new field in ultimately arriving at 
a form of government in the District of Columbia which will best 
suit our needs and will best provide for the people of Washington the 
munic _ services which a government is purposed to perform. 

The Cuamman. I agree that in these reorganizations of the depart- 
ments, and of the government of the District of Columbia, some lati- 
tude must be allowed to the administrative official in effecting coordi- 
nated and efficient reorganization. I am not passing judgment yet 
upon the plan, but Iam not very much inclined to support these plans 
that simply abolish government functions or structures and then dele- 
gate almost unlimited power to an administrative head or a depart- 
ment head to just take over the Government and then do what they 
want to with it. 

Commissioner Dononur. May I say, Senator, that I think there is 
one difference between a plan of the same type with respect to reorgani- 

ation of the government of the District of Columbia and any other 
I ‘ederal agency. 

That essential difference lies in the fact that this plan containing 
this broad grant of authority to the Board of Commissioners was 
submitted by the Board of Commissioners last fall to the people of 
Washington. 

The support for that plan has been overwhelming. I think it is 
a tribute not so much to the integrity or ability of the present Board 
of Commissioners but goes to a historic recognition by the people of 
Washington that as far back as 1874, with respect to each succeeding 
Board of Commissioners—and I think this is about the thirty-sixth 
or thirty-seventh successive Board of Commissioners—there has never 
been a breath of scandal with respect to the functioning of the office 
of the Commissioner of the District of Columbia. 

I think historically, therefore, the people have a confidence in the 
willingness of the Board of Commissioners, whoever may be its con- 
stituent members, to carry out the authority granted under this reor- 
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ganization plan in cooperation with the people of Washington and in 
full accordance with the purposes of the plan. 

I might say that one of our avowed purposes shonld we be oiven 
the ¢ authority to carry out this plan would be the appointment of a 
citizens advi isory council, which 1s the very heart of this plan. 

The CHarmman. Who would : appoint it ¢ 

Commissioner Dononvr. The Board of Commissioners, sir. And 
with the aid of that representative group of oustanding eae 
peope, we would then work out the details of this plan, and, by being 
given as wide latitude as we have been given, I think the end result 
would be better than if the plan were frozen and fixed in the Reorgani- 
zation Act itself. 

The Cuatrman. Do not misunderstand me. I am neither challeng- 
ing the plan as presented and as now before us, nor am I challenging 
the actual reorganization plan which you contemplate placing into 
effect. 

Commissioner Dononvr. I understand that, sit 

The CHatrMaANn. The only thing that gives me concern, and I would 
certainly defer to your judgment and the judgment of the Commis- 
sioners as to how the District could best be organized, is that there 
always is a fundamental principle regarding legislation and this dele- 
gation of authority and the abdication of our responsibilities that is 
involved in these things. I am reluctant to go too far in that direc- 
tion. I do not think it is sound policy. It is not sound legislation. 
Yet we are confronted today with a government so complex that to 
follow minutely the democratic processes of legislation is almost an 
impossible task for the Congress to perform. And we do find it neces- 
sary therefore, from time to time, unavoidably so, to delegate some 
powers that the Congress should exercise itself. However, I would not 
like to go any further in that direction than is absolute ly necessary. 

Commissioner Dononur. Senator, there is one other consideration 
which I should not overlook, and that is the fact that no matter what 
form of organization the District of Columbia government may take, 
regardless of how much of a grant of authority may be given to the 
Board of Commissioners by such a reorganization plan as this, the 
fact remains that the city council for the city of Washington, regard- 
less of its form, continues to be the Congress of the United States. 

The Cuatirman. That istrue. We still have statutory control over 
the District of Columbia. We still have control over a Government 
department, too; if we delegate power to the head of a department to 
reorganize, we can still pass legislation controlling his actions. But 
the truth is that this volume of legislation has increased to where it is 
becoming increasingly difficult to give the proper consideration to the 
enactment of vital legislation, much less to legislation to correct or 
control the actions of the District of Columbia commissioners taken 
under a reorganization plan such as this. So we need to take as much 
precaut ion as possible 1 in order not to have to apply so much prevention 
later. 

Commissioner Dononvr. Of course, while the Congress, Senator, 
has to take up as much of its time as it does in legislating on such 
rather trivial matters as the type of a dog tag in the District of Colum- 
bia, it detracts from the time that you might use otherwise, and there 
is an indication that there hasn’t been too much grant of authority 
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given to the Commissioners at any time, or we might take that power 
ourselves, 

Phe CHaiMan. The power of taxation is still retained in the Con- 
oress, of course ¢ 

Commissioner Dononur. Yes, sir. This reorganization plan does 
not increase the present power of the Board of Commissioners except 
insofar as it would give us the authority to reorganize the government 
of the District of Columbia. 

The CHairman. Will you tell me this, or I assume General Robin- 
son will be able to explain it. It appears there are about 95 present 

wencies, bureaus of the — — are abolished by the plan. 

Commissioner Dononvur. Yes, s 

Phe Cuatmman. And there are se _— others in the District, I am 
advised, without naming them, that are not abolished. In other 
words, they would be retained. 

Can you enlighten us as to why they were not included in the plan? 

Commissioner Dononvr. Well, I think perhaps I could, Senator. 
I think it might be better if I might be able to let the brain that 
conceived this plan make the explanation to this committee. 

The Cuaimrman. All right. We will hear General Robinson on that. 

(See statement of General Robinson, p. 71, May 20 hearing.) 

The Cuatrman. Mr. Commissioner, we thank you, and I may assure 
you that so far as the Chair is concerned, I have an absolutely open 
mind on this matter. 

Commissioner Dononur. Thank you, Senator. 

The Cuarman. I hope I can consider it favorably; but I do not 
know. As I said, I would not want to undertake to tell you how to 
reorganize the government of the District of Columbia. I would 
defer to your knowledge and judgment upon the mechanics of that. 

But I am always concerned about this broad delegation of power. 
It distresses me and sometimes alarms me, and presents a problem 
which I must try to satisfy myself upon: That the existing situation in 
the District of Columbia requires such a broad grant of power. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Commissioner. 

Commissioner Dononvs. Thank. you, Senator. 

The Cuarrman., General Robinson, wili you come forward, please ? 

General Rosinson. May I ask Colonel Hayes to sit with me, sir? 

The Cuamman. Yes. Have a seat, Colonel Hayes, please. We are 
glad to have you. 

Senator Case, [ beg your pardon. I intended certainly to offer you 
the privilege of asking any questions, and if you have any questions of 
Commissioner Donohue, I will ask him to return. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate that. There are a couple 
of questions I want to ask one of the Commissioners, and if it will not 
interrupt the procedure, perhaps I could ask them of Mr. Donohue. 

‘The CuarrMan. Certainly: I sincerely beg your pardon, Senator. 

Senator Case. That is perfectly al] right. I would have brought the 
matter out later. 

I think for the record it would be a good thing to have a statement 
on certain things by the Commissioner. 

Commissioner Donohue, in section 3, the reorganization plan pro- 
poses that the Board of Commissioners is authorized to make from 
time to time such provisions as it deems appropriate to authorize 
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the performance of any of its functions, including any function trans- 
ferred to or otherwise vested in the Board of Commissioners, by any 
other officer, employee, or agency of the government of the District of 
Columbia, except the courts thereof. 

A great many functions are placed on the Commissioners by acts of 
Congress. 

Is the omission of the phrase “by the Congress” intentionally put in 
there to prevent transfer of functions which may be vested in the Com- 
missioners after this date? Or is it accidental ? 

Commissioner Dononvr. It certainly was not by intent or design, 
Senator, I do not think the point was in our mind at all. 

(See statement by General Robinson, p. 72, May 20 hearing.) 

Senator Case. That is, it occurs to me there may be functions placed 
on the Commissioners after the effective date of this reorganization 
plan. 

Do you understand that those functions might be transferred or 
delegated by the Commissioners to some agency or employee of the 
District ? 

Commissioner Dononur. Yes, sir; unless, of course, the act of Con- 
gress specifically indicated that they were to be functions which were 
to be performed by the Board of Commissioners and not subject to 
ag snoree 

Senator Cast. That has a relationship to section 4 also, which I 
think “Should be pointed out. In section 4, the plan says: 

There are hereby established in the government of the District of Columbia 
so many agencies and offices and with such names or titles, as the Board of 
Commissioners Shall from time to time determine. 

That is, apparently, after wiping out these existing agencies and 
putting them in the Commissioners, then it says to the Commissioners : 


“You may recreate such offices and agencies with such names and titles 
as from time to time you may determine.” 


Now, it might be assumed at that point that there is no limitation 
on those agencies or offices. 
Sut the next sentence goes on to say: 


The said offices shall be filled by appointment by, or under the authority of, the 
Board of Commissioners. 


And then the following sentence is particularly important : 


Each officer so appointed shall perform the functions delegated to him in 
accordance with this reorganization plan 
and so forth. 

Now, under the first sentence it would appear that the Commis- 
sioners are without limitation on the agencies or offices that they 
may from time to time determine to create. I am making a state- 
ment of my interpretation, and [ would like you to correct me if it is 
not the Commissioners’ interpretation and I think it should be part 
of the record, Mr. Chairman, that there is a limit: a on the agencies 
or offices that might be created, to wit, agencies or offices to perform 
the functions that ¢ oul | be delegated in accordance with this reorgani- 
zation plan. That is you could not create agencies or oflices to perform 
the functions which are not covered by the delegation to you. 

Commissioner Donouvr. We wholly agree with your concept, 
Senator. 
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Senator Casr. Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that that is important, 
because the plan, as such, provides no time limit within which the 
Commissioners may create agencies or offices. It places no limita- 
tion on the number of agencies or offices which they may create. 
3ut there is in the third sentence of paragr: aph (a) of section 4 
a limitation that each officer so appointed shall perform the func- 
tions ae to him in accordance with this reorganization plan. 


And I take it, in my support of the reorganization plan, that that 
means that + ‘vy are limited to the creation of offices or agencies to 


perform the functions covered by this reorganization plan, 

Commissioner Dononuvr. Senator, I would like to say for the record 
that I concur wholly in your interpretation, and I am sure that Gen- 
eral Robinson would like to add for the record that he concurs in your 
interpretation of section 4, paragraph (a). 

(See statement of General Robinson on p. 72, May 20 hearing.) 

The CHaiRMAN. Senator Case, I do not agree with the delegation 
of power in section 3, where it provides the Commissioners may make 
from time to time such provisions as they deem appropriate to author- 
ize the performance of any of these functions. Perhaps I misunder- 
stand it. 

Suppose the Congress hereafter enacts a law creating some new 
duty, or some new npn y,and places itin the Commission. If I 
interpret this reorganization plan the Commission could delegate that 
function to one of the agencies it has created within the District govern- 
ment. Is that your interpretation / 

Senator Casr. That is one point. That is the point to which I first 
directed attention. 

The CHarrMan, I know it is. I think it could dothat. But if the 
Congress specific sally directed that some an y that has been created 
by the Board should perform a function, I do not believe the Board 
would have the authority from time to time to transfer that function to 
some other agency. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I would agree with you that if Con 
gress specifically says this function is vested in the Board of Com- 
missioners—— 

The CHAmRMAN. Suppose it provides the police commissioner or 
another officer shall perform a certain function, as an act of Congress. 
I do not think the Commissioners could delegate that function, al- 
though, of course, I may be mistaken. 

Senator Case. I think the chairman is correct, and I hope that that 
could be understood. 

There is also another possibility of interpretation. That is that as I 
understand it there is a general principle in law that where you make 
a broad statement but then - ify certain things, the specifications 
operate as a limitation. And it may be that the courts would hold 
that the last clause of section 3 operates as a limitation; for after t 
words “to authorize the performance of any of its functions,” the 
language Says: 
including any function transferred to or otherwise vested in the Board of Com 
missioners by this reorganization plan, by any member of the Board of Commis 
sioners, or by any other officer, employee, or agency of the government of the 
District of Columbia, except the courts thereof. 


Now, if a specification of that inclusion excludes anything not recited 
there, then it seems to me they would be limited to this specific language 
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The CHarrman. I do not think there is any question that if the 
Congress enacts a statute creating new functions and placing them in 
the Board, that under this reorganization plan the Board would have 
power to delegate those functions to some agency that it has created. 

Senator Case. Well, Mr. Chairman, I suggest that we ask the Com- 
missioners to make a specific statement on that point for the record. 

The CrarrMan. What is your view about it 

Senator Case. I think that goes to the history of the legislation. 

Commissioner Dononvr. My view, Senator, is in agreement with 
Senator Cas se, that the language, quoting from section 3 of the Com- 
missioners’ plan of reorganization : 
including any function transferred to or otherwise vested in the Board of Com- 
missioners by this reorganization plan 
would be a-limitation on the authority of the Board of Commissioners 
to transfer any authority given to it subsequent to the enactment of 
this reorganization plan unless the act of Congress gave us authority 
to do it. 

The CuatrmMan. In other words, if the Congress, after this plan goes 
into effect, should enact a new statute creating some new function or 
service or duty on the part of the Board, which is not included in this 
reorganization plan, the Board would have no authority to delegate 
it to some other agency that it had created. 

Commissioner Dononve. I believe that would be the limitation, 
unless the statute spelled out the opportunity. 

The CHatrMan. Unless the statute specifically gave you the author- 
ity to delegate that function to some agency in the District government. 

Commissioner Dononve. That is my impression of it, sir. 

General Roprnson. That is also my view, sir. And there is one 
other thing I would like to bring out, which, of course, is well known 
to this committee, that this Reorganization Act can create no powers 
that are not now existent in law. 

The Cuarrman. Well, I think that should be clarified, and I appre- 
ciate Senator Case bringing up the point, because we do not want to 
get into the position here of reaching the conclusion that the delega- 
tion of powers under this reorganization plan to the Board of Com- 
missioners would automatically include the delegation of functions 
which may be vested in the Board of Commissioners by the Congress 
in the future without first having a legal interpretation of the pro- 
visions of the plan on that point. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that the statement of 
the two Commissioners is satisfactory as far as their personal position 
is concerned, 

It occurs to me to suggest that the committee might ask the Com- 
missioners by resolution, by brief resolution, to make that as a state- 
ment, a resolution of the Commissioners, if that is their interpretat ion, 
and might include th: ; in the report of the committee on the reorgani- 
zation plan should it be the subject of a report to the Congress, or if 
not at least to be incorporated in these hearings, so that it would be 
available for the advice of the court should the question ever later arise. 

The CHatrman. I think we might very well do that. Without ob- 
jection on the part of the members of the committee, we will suggest, 
Commissioner Donohue, that your Board prepare a memorandum of 
your interpretation of the relevant sections of the bill, as to the sub- 
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ject’ we have discussed here, so that that may be placed in the record 
as a part of the legislative history of this reorganization plan, to 
enable the courts or the C ongress, as well as your “Board, to make in- 
terpretations in future. 

Commissioner Dononvur. We would be happy to do that, Senator. 

(See resolution presented by General Robinson at hearing of May 
20, 1952, p. 67.) 

The Cuarman. General Robinson, you have a prepared statement, 
I believe. 


STATEMENT OF BRIG. GEN. BERNARD L. ROBINSON, ENGINEER 
COMMISSIONER, GOVERNMENT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


General Ropinson. Yes, sil 

The CHarrman. Would you like to read it? 

General Ropinson. Yes, sir. I would like to read portions of it. 

The Cuarmman. The full statement may be printed in the record, 
and you may read such parts of it as you desire. 

General Rosrnson. I wanted to state at the outset that I asked 
Colonel Hayes to sit with me because he has some reference material 
that might be valuable in answering your questions, and also because 
he has had a heavy hand in formulating this plan and advising me on 
it, and he has done a splendid job. Without his assistance this plan 
could not be presented to you today in the form in which it is. 

The Cuamman. I would like to make this observation : 

To me the plan is very meager insofar as details are concerned. 

General Rosrnson. The details will come out in my presentation. 

The Cuamman. And also details as to the amount of power dele- 
gated, L hope. I trust, General, you can give us a clear presentation 
of what is contemplated under the authority that is being delegated 
here by this plan. 

General Ropinson. L would like to read from the first paragraph. 

Gentlemen, it Was an historic occasion when the President of the 
United States on May 1, 1952, transmitted to the Congress a short 
document of three pages entitled “Reorganization Plan No. 5 of 1952 
fom document is of vital importance to the citizens of the Nation’s 

Capital, for it represents the most important op portunity for improv- 
ing the operation of our city’s government in 74 years. It permits 
the first comprehensive reorganization that government has seen since 
it was established in its present form in 1878 on a permanent basis. 

Its major features are designed to improve the existing municipal 
structure. These features are (a) bringing under control of the Board 
of Commissioners a number of municipal activities now partially or 
almost wholly independent; (4) centralization of control with clear 
delineation of authority and responsibility at all levels; (¢) granting 
of permanent authority to the Board of Commissioners to effect sound 
reorganization within the government on a continuing basis to meet 
changing conditions. 

As you gentlemen are thoroughly familiar with the Reorganization 
Act and with some of the history of the District government, I would 
like to jump to the bottom of page 3, starting with the words, “During 
this pee that neriod being 1874 to 1878. 

The Cuatrman. For the record, Mr. Reporter, you will supply the 
eee that General Robinson does not read. 
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(The unread portion of General Robinson’s statement is as follows :) 


2. Reorganization Act: This plan has been developed pursuant to the provisions 
of the Reorganization Act of 1949 (Public Law 109, Sist Cong.), which specifically 
includes provision for a reorganization of the District of Columbia government. 
This reorganization is necessary to accomplish the purposes stated in section 
2 (a) of this act, which are as follows: 

(1) To promote the better execution of the laws, more effective management 
of the government and of its agencies and functions, and the expeditious ad- 
ministration of the public business ; 

(2) To reduce expenditures and promote economy, to the fullest extent 
consistent with the efficient operation of the government ; 

(3) To increase the efficiency of the operations of the government to the fullest 
extent practicable ; 

(4) To group, coordinate, and consolidate agencies and functions of the gov- 
ernment, as nearly as may be, according to major purposes ; 

(5) To reduce the number of agencies by consolidating those having similar 
functions under-a single head, and to abolish such agencies or functions thereof 
as may not be necessary for the efficient conduct of the government ; and 

(6) To eliminate overlapping and duplication of effort. 

3. History: The District of Columbia owes both its origin and unusual form 
of government to the Constitution which gives Congress the powers to “exercise 
exclusive legislation in all cases whatsoever, over such district (not exceeding 
10 miles square) as may, by cession of particular States, and the acceptance ot 
Congress, become the seat of the government of the United States * * 

Washington is the city of the Union, created, largely owned and exclusive ly con- 
trolled by the Nation ; and thus is identified in its fortunes with the Union itself. 
Its growth since 1791 has kept pace with that of the Nation and the city is the 
embodiment of the national principle. The Civil War confirmed the Union as a 
legal entity, strengthened immensely the national sentiment; and in 1871 the 
District of Columbia for the first time achieved comprehensive unification when 
the charters of Georgetown, Washington, and Washington County were repealed 
and all “that part of the territory of the United States inelnded within the 
limits of the District of Columbia” was “created into a government by the name 
of the District of Columbia,” by which name it was constituted a body corporate 
for municipal purposes. Executive power was vested in a Governor appointed 
by the President and confirmed by the Senate. Legislative power was vested in 
a legislative assembly. A Board of Health and a Board of Public Works were 
created, with both executive and ordinance-making power 

The accomplishments of the Board of Publie Works were the outstanding fea- 
tures of the work of this new government, but these same accomplishments Ccon- 
tributed to its undoing. Cost was high, the debt increased greatly, special assess- 
ments for street work aroused resentment and there were charges of financial 
irregularities. 

Accordingly, following a congressional investigation, the act of June 30, 1874, 
ended the territorial government and replaced it with a commission of three 
civilian members, appointed by the President and confirmed by the Senate. The 
act also provided for the appointment of an officer from the Corps of Engineers 
to have control and charge of public works, under the direction of the Commis- 
sioners. The Commission was assigned the powers and authority previously held 
by the governor and the Board of Public Works. Generally the legislative powers 
reverted to Congress. 

The Commission was set up as a temporary expedient, while a suitable gov- 
ernmental framework was being developed. Most of the legislative efforts of the 
next few years were devoted to straightening out the affairs of the previous 
government, and meeting the initial needs of the Commission. 


General Ropinson. During this period other forms of government 
were considered for the District, but, largely upon the representations 
of the citizens of the District, it was decided to formalize and adopt 
an improved commission form in which an officer of the Corps of Engi- 
neers, formerly in charge of public works under three civilian Com- 
missioners, was given full membership on the Board in lieu of one of 
these civilian members; and he was provided with officers of the Corps 
of Engineers as assistants. This was provided on June 11, 1878, by 
“an act providing a permanent form of government for the District of 
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Columbia.” The District was created a municipal corporation with 
the Commissioners the officers of the corporation. These consisted of 
two civilians appointed by the President and confirmed by the Senate 
for a 3-year term; and an officer of the Corps of Engineers, of at least 
15 years’ experience, detailed by the President. The Commissioners 
succeeded to all the powers and duties of their predecessors and were 
granted somewhat broader authority, including those of the Board of 
Police and Board of Health, which were abolished. 

Would you be interested in our comments on the present organi- 
zation, sir? 

The Cuarmrman. Yes; I believe we had better consider that as we 
go along, so that we can better tell what impact this reorganization 
plan will have. 

General Rozrnson. I will continue with paragraph 4. ¢ 

4. Present organization: The District Government is organized 
basically in accordance with the organic act, as amended, which has 
been described above. Many of the powers commonly exercised by 
municipalities elsewhere are assigned to Federal agencies, or seml- 
independent agencies, or are retained by Congress. In addition, Con- 
gress also legislates matters which are or should be within the ordi- 
nance-making power of the Commissioners. 

As various responsibilities for District or National Capital affairs 
have been assigned or reassigned to existing or newly created inde- 
vendent or semi-independent agencies of the District or agencies of the 
Fiders! Government, a complex situation has developed which is 
somewhat difficult to analyze. The picture is complicated by the large 
number of such agencies involved, the multiplicity of independent or 
quasi-independent boards, and the lack of centralized control of ad- 
ministrative responsibility for many important District functions. 
Today, over 100 separate agencies are concerned in whole or in part 
with District affairs. Some are Federal offices with National respon- 
sibilities, but performing certain specific functions for the District. 
However, most are concerned exclusively with District or National 
Capital affairs. They vary in size and responsibility from small 
boards to large departments. They are controlled in varying degrees 
by the Board of Commissioners. However, the degree of such control, 
the source of funds, and the method of appointment vary considerably, 
as is indicated by the attached chart. 

I have the chart here, Mr. Chairman, which I should eventually like 
to introduce into the record. A copy of this I believe has been fur- 
nished to the members of your committee. 

The Cuairman. Very well. It might be included in the record. 

(The chart referred to faces this page.) 

General Rosinson. For the efficient handling of the business of the 
District government the various municipal functions are divided 
among the Commissioners as committees of one, and all actions are 
approved by the Commissioners sitting as a Board. 

The heads of the various departments make recommendations to 
the Commissioner in charge of their respective departments and each 
Commissioner brings these recommendations to meetings of the Board 
of Commissioners, which are generally held on Tuesda uys and Thurs- 
days of each week. The secretary to the Board of Commissioners 
records the action on these recommendations and acts as executive of- 
ficer of the Board by issuing orders and carrying on correspondence. 















FEOBRAL AGENCIES 
Providing services to District 
for which the District pays 





Category Y 


Category WI 
Fed-Nat Cap agenties 


Federal Agencies 






L eDist Ct of US Treasury Dept 
for DC Bur of Eng & P 7 
*Reg of Wills Fed Sec Agy 
*ental H Com St Eliz H 7 


#US Commsr 
4 #US Ct of Apls 
4 #US attorney 
4 #US Marshal 


Freedman's H 7 
Columbia Inst 10 
Workmen's Qmp 10 
Govt Prt¢ off 7 
Dept of Justice 
Nat Tng Sch 7 
Bur of Pris 7 
Bur of Stands 9 
Dept of Nav; 7 
genl Sves Adn 
Pub Bldg Ad 7 
Sur Fed Sup 7 


The Degree of Fiscal Control is 
tate nate Dr tees *he nimmber heside 


Bur of Stands 
Dept of Navy 
senl Svcs Adm 
Pub Bldg Ad 
Bur Fed Sup 


~) Oo - 


) 


The Degree of Fiscal Control is 
indicated by *he number beside 


each agency 


1. Supported by DC tax funds, with the Com- 
missioners exercising the fiscal controls 
of budget, expenditure, and audit. 

a. Supported wholly 
b. Supported in part 


2. Supported by DC Tax funds, with the Com- 
missioners exercising the fiscal control 
of budget only. 

a. Supported wholly 
b. Supported in part 


3. Subsist on income from fees and control 
their own expenditures, but are subject 
to DC audit. 


4. DC tax funds are paid on a reimbursement 
basis, and the Commissioners exercise 
audit control over such funds. 


S. Subsist on Federal funds (administrative 
expenses), but are subject to DC audit 
and expenditure control. 


6. Receive no financial support from District 
tax funds and are sutject to no fiscal 
control. 


7. Federal agencies providing service to DC 
on a contract basis. 


8. Federal agencies providing funds or ser- 
vices to the DC on a grant-in-aid basis. 


9. Federal agencies providing cirect service 
to the DC for which no District funds are 
appropriated. 


10. Contritmtion without audit or control. 





PRESENT ORGANIZATION OF 









THE PRESIDENT AN 
(Legislativ 


Assignment to Commissione 

















PRESIDENT OF RFOARD COMKTSS 

Member of Membe 
Armory Board Zoning Co 
Zoning Commission DC Unempl 
DC Unempl Comp Bd Joint Bd 





Healing Arts Comm 
Nat Cap Housing Auth 
Sesquicentennial Com 
Joint Bd on Traffic 


CATEGORY I = UNDER TH 


la *Purchasing Div 
la #Alcoh Bev Cont Bd 
la *Pound 

la #Rent Control Off 
la *Dept of Insurance 
la #Health Dept 


la #Assessor's Off 
Bd of Asst Ass 
Bd of Eq & Rev 
Com on Spec Tax 
Ap 
la *#Auditor's Off 








Disbursing Off *Callinger H. 
la *#Bd of Tax Appeals *Glenn Dale S. 
la #Collector of Taxes Tuberc Hosp 






la *Coroner 
la «Dept of Corrections 
Corrective Inst 


la *Executive Office 
Secretary 
Budget Office 
Personnel Bd 
Print & Publ Div 


—— =n Dame Teed 


la #Assessor's Off la *Purchasing Div ] 
Bd of Asst Ass la *#Alcoh Bev Cont Bd Z 
Bd of Eq & Rev la *Pound 
Com on Spec Tax | 1a #Rent Control Off 


Ap la *Dept of Insurance 
la #Auditor's Off la *#Health Dept 
Disbursing Off *Callinger H. 
la #Bd of Tax Appeals *Glenn Dale S. 
la #Collector of Taxes Tuberc Hosp 
la *Executive Office la *Coroner 
Secretary la «Dept of Corrections 
Budget Office Corrective Inst 


Personnel Bd 
Print & Publ Div 
la *Police Dept 
Trial Board 
la *#Fire Dept 
Trial Board 
la fol & Fire Ret 
& Rel Bd 
la #«Wts Msrs & Mkts — 
la *License Bureau 


CATEGORY II - LIMITED ADM 










la *Roard of Parole 
la *Bd of Publ Welfare 
Welfare Inst 


la Bdof Pol & 
Fire Surg 


CATEGORY I. 
la *Sold & Slr Home 


Private 
lb WolTunbia Hosp 
Institutions], ier eee 









CATEGORY | 


Accountancy Pd 
Barber- Board 
Boxing Commission 
Cosmetology Bd 
Dental Board 
Nurses Board 
Optometry Board 
Pharmacy Board 
Podiatry Board 
Undertakers Comm 
Veter Med Bd 
Anatomical Bd 
(No Funds) 


Real Estate Comm 
Healing Arts Comm 


- Armory Board 


Www 


PWwWWwWwWwWwww Www 


OF THE D.C. GOVERNMENT 


NT AND THE CONGRESS 
sSlative Powers) 


POARD OF 
OMMISSIONERS 


ssioners for General Supervision 











OUT SS TONER ENGINEER COMMISSIONER 
Member of Member of 

ing Commission Nat Cap Pk & Plng Com 
Unempl Comp Bd DC Unempl Comp Rd 


nt Bd on Traffic Zoning Commission 
Pub Utilities Com 
Joint Bd on Traffic 


Bd Engrs Anac R & Flats 


Assistant 
Engr Comm 


ER THE FULL CONTROL OF THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 


la *Chief Clerk Dept of Constn la #Zxecutive Off la 
Bd la #Veterans' Svces Munic Arch+ 
la *Civil Defense Off Supt DC Bldg» 
f la «Water Reg Off Repair Shop 
ce la *Dept of Veh & Traf Constn Dive 
Oper License Bd Dept of Sanit Eng* la 
Hackers Bd Sewer Dive 
Reg of Titles Sewage Tr Plt 
& Tags Water Dive 
la #Motor Veh Pkg Ag Sanit Dive 
ions | la #Dept of Inspn . Dept of Highwayse la 
ist Bldg Insp Div Street Div 
Elec Insp Div Bridge Div 
Plbg Insp Div Electrical Dive 
} Sm & Blr Insp Div Trees & Prkg ‘tive 
la «Chief Clerk Dept of Constn la @Zxecutive Off ia 
la *Veterans' Svces Munic Arch* 
la #Civil Defense Off Supt DC Bldg* 
la «Water Reg Off Repair Shop 
la #Dept of Veh & Traf Constn Dive 
Oper License Bd Dept of Sanit Eng* la 
Hackers Bd Sewer Div 
Reg of Titles Sewage Tr Plt 
& Tags Water Dive 
la #Motor Veh Pkg Ag Sanit Dive 
ms | la *#Dept of Inspn Dept of Highwayse la 
t Bldg Insp Div Street Div 
Elec Insp Div Bridge Div 
Plbg Insp Div Electrical Dive 
Sm & Blr Insp Div Trees & Prkg Dive 
Elev Insp Div Central Garage* 
Fire Safety Div Surveyor 's Office# la 


Rd of Spec Apl 
la *Central Pmt Bur 


\D ADMINISTRATIVE BUT FULL FISCAL CONTROL BY COMMISSIONERS 


la Elect Exam Bd sone Comm* la *Min W& Ind Saf Bd la 
re la Plbg Exam Bd oning ice *#Bd of Recreation la 


la Mot Pic Exam 3d Bd of Zoning Ad la #*Bd o r la 

la Stm& Op Engr Ad Zoning Adv Coun la #Bd of sducation la 
la Bd for Insan Bldg Public Util comme la ~“Superv Fenny kk 

la Bd for Unsafe Bld Peoples counsel la oo la 

~~ alimteapat Court, 2a 

#hun Ct of Apls la 

Gest tat i 


Recorcer of Deeds la 


ORY III - BUDGET CONTROL BY COMMISSIDNERS 


rent Council 2b 
ae Land Agee 5 
*Nat Com 2a 
= ts Rs 2b 


‘ar ce 
#Nat Zool Park 2b 


#Wash Aquecuc 2b 
SORY IV = AUDIT CONTROL BY COMMISSIONERS 
3 architect's Bd Unemp Comp 8d 3 


3 Prof Engrs Bd 


NOTE: 
#Asterisk indicates separate appropriation 
in the District budget. 


All functions in Categories I to IV inclusive 
are to be integrated except those that are 
underlined, which are not affected. 


COO MMOD Oomc 


__ PEDERAL AGENCIES 
Providing services to District 
at no cost to the District 













Category F 


Federal Agencies Fed-Nat Cap Agencies 






Treasury Dept 
Bur of Accts 
Treasurer 
Comp of Treas 

Bur of Budget 

Gen Acctg Off 

Civ Serv Comm 

Fed Trade Com 

Fed Bur of Inv 

Dept of Army 

Fed Secur Ag 
US Pub H Svc 
Bur of P Asst 
Off of Educ 
Childrens Bur 
Fd & Drug Ad 
Empl Comp Clinic 

Dept of Agric 

Publ Poads Ad 

Dept of Interior 

Fed Housing Ad 


MHOM@DOUW OGM wWOrow0o0000 0 


DU Va S ADSL 


Off of Educ 
Childrens Bur 
Fd & Drug Ad 
Empl Comp Clinic 
Dept of Agric 
Publ Poads Ad 
Dept of Interior 
Fed Housing Ad 


Agencies are Shown Divided into 
6 Categories According to Degree 


of Control by Commissioners 


Category I - Agencies under the full con- 
trol of the Commissioners for all as- 
pects of administration. 


Category II - Agencies for which the Com 
missioners generally have full fiscal 
control, but limited administrative 
control. 


Category III - Control by the Commissioners 
is generally limited to the budget. 


Category IV = Control by the Commissioners 
is generally limited to audit of funds 
and appointment of the board or com- 
mission. 


Category V - Federal and Judicial agencies 
dealing exclusively with National Capi- 
tal affairs. 


Category VI - Federal agencies providing 
service to the District on the same 
general basis as to States. 


Note: All functions shown in Categories 
1 to k inclusive are to be 
integrated. 


99821 O - 52 (Face p. 30) 








REORGANIZATION PLAN NO. 5 OF 1952 ol 

Not all of the municipal duties are, however, vested in the Board of 
Commissioners. The management of the public schools is vested in a 
school board of nine members appointed by the Justices of on United 
States District Court of the District of Columbia. The Public Li- 
brary with its branches is managed by a board of trustees appointed 
by the Board of Commissioners. 

The Cratrman. May I ask you now if all of these functions to 
which you are referring are transferred to the Board of Commis- 
sioners ¢ 

General Roptnson. No, sir. They are not. Neither the schools 
nor the public libraries are transferred; those that have been men- 
tioned so far. 

The CuarrmMan. They are not transferred by this reorganization 
plan ? 

General Roprnson. No, sir. 

The Cuatrman. They will remain as they are now? 

General Roptnson. Yes, sir. 

The CuHarrman. Are those 2 of the agencies that were not included ? 

General Roprnson. Yes, sir. Further on in this presentation I list 
all of the agencies which were not included in the plan. 

The charitable institutions are managed by a Woand of Public Wel- 
fare appointed by the Commissioners. The penal ins Ponts geo are 
under the Director, Devartment of Corrections, appointed by the 
Commissioners. The public utilities are regulated by the Public 
Utilities Commission consisting of two civilians ap ypointed by the 
President, and the Engineer Commissioner who is a member ex officio. 
The public parks are “under the jurisdiction of the Director of the 
National Park Service. The water supply is under the direct con- 
trol of the District Engineer, Corps of Engineers, but the distribution 
of water is under the jurisdiction of the Commissioners. The zoning 
of private property as to height of building, use of building, and 
area of ground to be built upon is handled by a Zoning Commission, 
of which the three District Commissioners are members, and, in addi- 
tion thereto, the Architect of the Capitol and the Director of the 
National Park Service. The judges of the United States District 
Court of the District of Columbia, the United States Court of Appeals 
for the District of Columbia Circuit, the Municipal Court, the Muni- 
cipal Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia, and the Juvenile 
Court, are appointed by the President of the United States by and with 
the advice and consent of the Senate; as is also the Recorder of Deeds. 

The CHatrman. Are those functions affected by this plan? 

General Roptnson. No, sir; except for the Director of Corrections 
and Board of Public Welfare. 

Authority to appoint the Register of Wills of the District is vested 
in the Sma 1 States District Court for the District of Columbia. 

The National Capital Park and Planning Commission was created 
by act of Congress to develop a comprehensive, consistent and coor- 
dinated plan for the National C apital and its environs; and for other 
purposes. The Engineer Commissioner of the District sits ex officio 
as a member of this body; thus providing a close coordination between 
municipal and Federal pl: mning. The Planning Commission not only 
advises the Board of Commissioners of the District on planning the 
city, but purchases all lands for parks, playgrounds, and recreation 
centers. Title to the land, though paid for by the District, is vested 
in the United States Government and assignment of control and use 
may be made to the National Park Service or the District Government. 
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The Recreation Department is administered by a seven-member 
Recreation Board of which the four citizen members are appointed by 
the Commissioners. Official representatives are from the Board of 
Education, the Board of Commissioners, and the National Capital 
Parks, 

A number of studies were made on reorganization. I don’t believe 
it necessary to read that portion of the statement here so I will skip 
tothe bottom of page 8, section 6, reorganization needs. 

(The unread portion of General Robinson's statement is as follows :) 


5. Reorganization studies: This government, as established in 1878, with only 
minor changes, has continued to the present time. As initially constituted it was 
very suitable for the special conditions found in Washington. But as the city 
grew and responsibilities broadened, some reorganization became necessary for 
the various agencies created. This need became obvious about the turn of the 
century. Subsequently numerous studies and attempts have been made to 
improve the organization and efficiency of Operations of the government of the 
District of Columbia, but none of these resulted in comprehensive action. Major 
deterrents Were the complexity of the organization and the difficulty of reorgan- 
izing by legislation 

As early as 1908 the Commissioners appointed a committee which undertook 
an extensive study which involved printed testimony of some 700 pages. Between 
1921 and 1935 the United States Bureau of Efficiency made a number of investi- 
gations and more than 100 studies touching upon all aspects of the District 
government 

In 1928 and again in 1929 the Institute for Government Research of the 
Brookings Institution reviewed the administrative organization and operating 
techniques of the municipal government. The findings of this group were pub- 
lished in two volumes—the first in 1928 by Dr. Lawrence F. Schmeckebier under 
the title “The District of Columbia, Its Government and Administration,” and 
the second, a year later, by Dr. Schmeckebier and Dr. W. F. Willoughby, under 
the title “The Government and Administration of the District of Columbia— 
Suggestions for Changes.” 

A report looking toward a reorganization of the District government was 
prepared during 1933-34 for a subcommittee on reorganization of the District 
government, created by the Senate District Committee. The published portion 
of this report consists of nine mimeographed volumes. 

Under a provision of the District of Columbia Appropriation Act of 1937 
(Public Law 762, 74th Cong., approved June 23, 1936) a sum of $50,000 was made 
available for expenditure under the direction of the President for an independent 
study of the fiscal relations between the United States and the District of 
Columbia. The document issued as a result of this study is known as the Jacobs 
report 

A comprehensive study was undertaken in 1938, at the request of Congress, 
by the firm of Griffenhagen and Associates. This report, transmitted on Febru- 
ary 4, 1939, suggested means for the simplification and modernization of the 
administrative structure of the municipal government. 

Thus the organization and procedures of the District government have been 
examined both in general and in detail over a considerable period of time 
Many suggestions for improvement have been made. Some of these have been 
applied, but only within narrow areas of administrative and fiscal practice 
The organization and procedures in general have continued without substantial 
change since 1878. 

General Ropinson. 6. Reorganization needs: The general form of 
the Government is considered ‘excellent. The commission form as it 
has existed in the District has provided an honest, progressive gov- 
ernment which has in many fields been nationally recognized as out- 
standing. It has provided a proper balance between Federal and 
municipal interest, and has proved itself especially suited to the 
conception of the city as the National Capital. It has successfully 
dealt. with the expansion and development problems inherent in that 


concept. 
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The need for internal reorganization, however, is apparent from 
the many studies made and has been pointed out so often by various 
Members of Congress and the District, as well as others, that extended 
Justification need not be presented now. It is sufficient to state that 
the deficiencies mest in need of correction are those which have here- 
tofore required change in law. These are: (1) The need for bringing 
certain agencies under the control of the central municipal govern- 
ment; (2) the need of centralization of administrative control and 
definite placing of responsibility at top level: and (3) the need of 
continuing authority to make those changes required to bring about 
a more effective organization under changing conditions as future 
circumstances may require. These needs can be met within the frame- 
work of the Reorganization Act. 

Due consideration must be given to the peculiar conditions of the 
District of Columbia with respect to the interrelation of Federal and 
munivipal functions. Also, any reorganization plan must take into 
consideration the fact that the local government embraces certain 
functions of a State, territory, or commonwealth not encountered 1 
other municipalities, such as participation in Federal-aid highway 
programs; regulation of insurance; unemployment compensation 3 
minimum wage and hour laws; issuance of drivers’ permits and auto- 
mobile licenses; veterans’ services; penal institutions; participation 
in certain welfare programs; certain legal functions; and others. 
With this background the proposed organization is designed to pro- 
vide a sound government in the light of experience of both the Dis 
trict of Columbia and other municipalities of comparable size in the 
United States. It is recognized that the District of Columbia enjoys 
a reputation for good and honest government. An attempt has been 
made, therefore, to limit radical changes to those required to correct 
specific deficiencies; but, at the same time, to provide means for the 
municipal government to make such future changes as may be indi- 
cated after expe ‘rience and thorough study has indicated the need for 
such changes. This lack of means is one of the major handie ‘aps of the 
current government. It is also felt that to make at one time all 
changes which might appear to be desirable from a theoretical stand- 
point would unduly disrupt the function of the government for many 
months, and might prove to be too hasty an action. 

Reorganization Plan No. 5, therefore, is concerned with funda- 
mentals and with providing the authority for the establishment of a 
basically strong framework with proper powers vested in the heads 
of the government; and not with the details of departmental 
organization. 

¢. Reorganization plan: Reorganization Plan No. 5 of 1952 was 
transmitted to the Senate and the House of Representatives in Con- 
gress assembled on May 1, 1952. This wise and progressive action 
of the President of the United States gives the District Government 
both the opportunity and the obligation greatly to improve its organ- 
ization in accordance with the expressed wishes of the people of the 
District of Columbia. 

The reorganization order consists of 5 sections. 

Section 1: Section 1 transfers to the Board of Commissioners all 
the functions of 95 offices and agencies. These are listed in the order. 
Some were created by statute, others by language in appropriation 
acts and still others by action of the Commissioners. Many estab- 
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lished by the Commissioners were recognized later in appropriation 
acts. Many of the activities and functions so created later were ex- 
panded or amended by subsequent congressional action. As a result 
through the years the legislative background of these many agencies 
has become so complicated that only by drastic action of abolition and 
reestablishment can their legal status be satisfactorily resolved. 

This plan proposes such action and provides for transferring to 
the Board of Commissioners all of the functions and activities of 
these 95 specified agencies and their subordinate units. 

The plan does not affect certain agencies which perform District 
functions and certain functions performed for the District bv Fed- 
eral agencies. Included among such agencies which retain their pres- 
ent status and not listed in the order are the following: That list 
consists of 23 agencies, sir. I don’t know whether you wish me to 
read it or not. 

The Cuamman, You need not read the list. There are how many, 
vou say ¢ 

(seneral Ropinson. There are 23, sir. 

The CuHatrman. All right. Go right ahead. 

(The unread portion of General Robinson’s statement is as follows :) 


Apprenticeship Council 

Armory Board 

Board of Education (and Public Schools) 

Board of Library Trustees (and Public Libraries) 
Board of Recreation (and Recreation Department) 
Board of Zoning Adjustment 

listriet Engineer, Office of the 

District of Columbia National Guard 

Juvenile Court 

Mental Health, Commission on 

Municipal Court for the District of Columbia 
Municipal Court of Appeals 

National Capital Park and Planning Commission 
National Capital Parks, Office of 

National Zoological Park 

Office of Register of Wills and Clerk of the Probate Court 
Publie Utilities Commission 

Recorder of Deeds, Office of 

Redevelopment Land Agency, District of Columbia 
Supervisor of Penny Milk, Office of the 

Temporary Home for Soldiers and Sailors 

Zoning Advisory Council 

Zoning Commission 


General Roprnson. Section 2: Section 2 of the order abolishes all 
of the offices and agencies listed in section 1 of the order, including 
the offices of the heads of such agencies. The date in each case is to 
be determined by the Commissioners, but in no event is to be later 
than June 30,1953. In addition the office of People’s Counsel and its 
functions are abolished. 

By abolishing all of the agencies integrated, reorganization is facili- 
tated and the subsequent work of the codifiers is simplified. 

The Cuamrman. Would you advise me what this office of People’s 
Counsel is? What functions does the People’s Counsel perform ? 

General Roptnson. The office is now vacant, sir, and has been for 
some time. It is presumably an office which was created to represent 
the public before the Public Utilities Commission at public utilities 
hearings. (See further statement by General Robinson, p. 72, May 
20 hearing. ) 
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The Cuairman. I thought you had a Corporation Counsel. 

General Rosinson. That is the reason that we are asking that it be 
abolished, sir. 

The Cuarrman. You do have a Corporation Counsel in addition to 
the People’s Counsel ? 

General Rapinson. We feel that the People’s Counsel is a 
duplic ation. 

The CuHarMan. Do you have a Corporation Counsel ? 

General Rozinson. Yes, sir, we have a Corporation Counsel, and 
one of his assistants is on full-time duty with the Public Utilities 
Commission. 

The Cuamman. For how long has the People’s Counsel office been 
vacant ¢ 

General Ropinson. Since January 1951, sir. 

The Cuamrman. Have you, in the past, regarded it as a duplication 
of service ¢ 

General Rogpitnson. Yes, sir. 

The CHatrman. Was there a conflict between the interests and 
duties of the People’s Counsel and the Corporation Counsel ? 

General Rosrnson. No, sir. 

The Cuamman. The Corporation Counsel would represent the 
people as counsel for the District of Columbia ? 

General Rozinson. Yes, sir, there would be a duplication; and in 
fact the People’s Counsel performs a function that the Public Utilities 
Commission should perform. 

The Cuairman. At any rate the People’s Counsel is abolished by 
this plan? 

General Rowinson. Yes, sir. 

The CuarrMan. All right. Go ahead. 

General Roprnson. Abolishing such offices will not abolish any 
rights, privileges, powers, duties, immunities, liabilities, obligations, 
or other attributes of these offices except as they relate to matters of 
appointment and compensation inconsistent with plan No. 5. Under 
the Reorganization Act of 1949 all of these attributes of office will 
attach to the office to which the functions of the abolished office may be 
delegated by the Board of Commissioners. 

The retirement rights of policemen and firemen are not affected. 
The authority of the Board of Commissioners, of individual Com- 
missioners, and of department heads is in no wise diminished, but 
rather is strengthened. The control of the Commissioners over agen- 
cies created by them and performing functions delegated by them is 
not diminished. The three-man Commission consisting of two civilian 
members and an officer from the Corps of Engineers of the Army is 
continued. The advantages of the present system including the ¢ lose 
Federal-municipal relationship are maint: ained. The Commissioners 
have continuing authority to effect sound reorganization within the 
Government on a continuing basis to meet changing conditions. The 
Board of Commissioners under the plan may exercise its right to 
abolish any office, change the name or title of any office, consolidate 
two or more offices or functions, reduce the number of employees, and 
make appointments to and remove from any office under it. 

The Cuamman. I will ask you this at that point, General. Assum- 
ing the plan is approved and goes into effect, in the initial reorganiza- 
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tion you may create an agency or office and assign certain functions to 
it. 

Is it your interpretation of the plan that thereafter the Commis- 
sion might Tae that office that it created under the plan and create 
another oflice, or reassign the functions that had been assigned to that 
office / 

In other words, this is a continuous authority under which you could 
from time to time make any change you wanted, set up this agency or 
this bureau as you wish, decide it is not working right, and then 
abolish it / 

General Rosrnson. That is true, sir. 

The CHatrman. It is a continuing power in that respect / 

General Ropinson. That is right. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I think that is a correct interpreta- 
tion of the language in the plan. It occurs to me, however, that after 
a time, after the Commissioners have accomplished a thorough re- 
organization of the government, and then possibly made some ad- 
justments in it due to changing conditions, the time might arise, if 
the Congress continues to exercise full legislative authority for the 
District, that Congress might want to put a termination upon the pow- 
ers granted by the reorganization plan. But after giving the matter 
some thought, it is my personal opinion that if it is pointed out that 
Congress could put a termination upon the broad powers here at any 
time, probably there is no great danger in granting the powers at 
this time; that is, if we are really going to accomplish a reorganization. 

The CrarMan. I am not necessarily opposing that, except that I 
can appreciate the posibility there ought to be some limitation of time. 
Yet. perhaps the Congress or the Commission is not at this time pre- 
pared to determine how long it would take to do a good job of reorg- 
anizing the District of Columbia Government. 

But I just wanted to make it clear that that is my interpretation of 
the plan, that the Commissioners have continuing reorganization 
power until such time as the Congress may by statute withdraw that 
power. 

General Ropinson. I shall be glad to state for the record that there 
is nothing in this plan that affects the rights or privileges of the Con- 
gress in any way whatsoever. 

The CuatrmMan. I hope not. 

Senator Dworsnak. Under this plan, what would be your inter- 
pretation of the authority of the Commisioners over revision of salary 
schedules ? 

General Roprnson. That is covered in the plan, sir, and of course 
is limited by Civil-Service laws and regulations and special statutes. 
We have at the present time, authority to appoint up to Grade 15. 
Included in the plan are 15 supergr: ades, 16, 17, and 18, of which I 
treat a little later in this presentation, sir. 

Senator Casr. Mr. Chairman, on both the salary matter and the 
point that you raised, of course Congress will have an annual review 
through appropriations, and if the Congress felt at any time that the 
salaries were excessive, or that the reorganization was being worked 
too many times, it could, by withholding appropriations, operate an 
effective curb. 

General Roprnson. I might say that with the exception of the Police 
Chief and the Fire Chief, whose salaries are fixed in the plan, all 
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other positions affected by the plan are subject to the Classification Act 
of 1949, except as to the numerical limitation on these 15 supergrades. 
And for these, the position has to be approved, and the individual has 
to be approved by the Civil Service Commission. 

Senator Case. Presently you have five of those supergrade posi- 
tions? Or three?’ How many do you have / 

General Rosinson. We have four now, sir. and 15, including those 
four, are set up in the plan. 

Senator Case. That would be an increase of 11. 

General Ropinson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Case. All right. 

General Roginson. The plan abolishes the functions and_ position 
of the People’s Counsel. This function is in fact a responsibility of 
the Public Utilities Commission. Assigning the function to a sep- 
arate office takes from that Commission part of its function of pro- 
tecting the public and tends to reduce the Commission to the role of 
a utility court. The functions of the People’s Counsel should be ex- 
ercised by the Commission through its own connsel. 

Section 3: Section 3 gives the Commissioners the authority to au- 
thorize performance of any of its functions by other emp sloyees or 
agencies of the District Government. This provision carries the broad 
powers to delegate authority, with or without the rights of redelega- 
tion as the Commissioners may elect; and to withdraw or modify such 
delegation at any time. 

Such delegation of authority is necessary for etfective oper: ations. 
However, limitations are provided to prevent overdelegation of au- 
thority; and for the express purpose of making unworkable the ap- 
pointment either of an executive or city manager between the Board 
of Commissioners and the operating agencies, or the organization of a 
“bureau” under an individual Commissioner. 

The Cuairman. Do I understand by that, now, that the Board 
cannot delegate to one Commissioner the powers of the Board ¢ 

General Roprnson. It is technically possible, sir, under the plan. 
But in my opinion the limitations placed on that delegation of author- 
ity would make such a delegation to one Commissioner completely 
unworkable. 

The Cuamman. In other words, we are transferring all of these 
funetions. There are some 95 different agencies here being abolished. 
They are all being transferred to the Board, even where statute has 
prescribed certain duties and functions in these agencies. Under this 
plan can the Board delegate to you the full responsibility for this 
function or that agency as one member of the Commission 

General Rostnson. Except for those specific limitations, that would 
be possible, sir. But the net effect is to keep the policy making in 
the Board of Commissioners and to allow them to delegate greater 
authority for operational control. 

The Cuatrman. You have a divided function now; do you not? 
You as the engineer officer of the Commission have general jurisdic- 
tion and supervision over certain administrative functions of the 
District government ? 

General Roprnson. Yes, sir. That was contemplated in the Or- 
ganic Act. 

The CuarrMman. And it is carried forward in this plan ? 

General Ropinson. Yes, sir. 
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The Cuatrman. The same general policy, placing you at the head 
of certain agencies of the District government and other Commis- 
sioners at the head of other agencies, and so forth ? 

General Roprnson. Yes, sir. 

The CuHatrman. But the full power, the final power, is retained in 
the Board ¢ 

General Roprnson. Yes, sir. 

The CratrmMan. Even that power, once delegated to a single mem- 
ber of the Board of Commissioners, could be withdrawn by the full 
Board and redelegated or exercised by the Board itself ? 

General Roprnson. Yes, sir. 

The overwhelming opposition of the people of Washington to 
city manager under the commission form of government was the moti- 
vating reason for the above provisions limiting the powers of delega- 
tion. Thus, policy-making functions are to be retained in the Board 
of Commissioners, as well as budget control, contract authorizations 
in excess of $25,000, the appointment or removal of the heads of agen- 
cies reporting directly to the Board of Commissioners, and any fune- 
tions vested in the Board of Commissioners by statute to make or 
adopt regulations. This last limitation, however, does not apply to 
regulations concerned with internal or administrative matters within 

gencies, nor to procedures before any agency. 

The Carman. General Robinson, under this plan, could the Board 
appoint a chief executive officer or administrative officer and sub- 
stantially delegate all of the powers of the Board to that officer to 
operate the District government? In other words, could the Board 
select what might be called a city manager, establish him in office, 
and say, “All the power isinus. We delegate that power to you except 
that reserved specifically by this reorganization act in the Board. 
Now, here is the District government. You take it and manage it”? 

General Roprnson. While not specifically prohibited in the plan, 
with these limitations it would be impractical and unworkable for such 
a thing to be done. In fact these limitations were carefully worked 
out just to make a manager impracticable. 

Senator Case. Is it not a fact that the plan which was understood 
to be under consideration by the Bureau of the Budget went much 
further in that direction, and that the substitution of this plan by 
the President for the one which was known as the Budget Bureau 
plan moves away from the so-called manager plan ? 

General Rorinson. Yes, sir; that is true. 

The CuatrMan. I am not familiar with the Bureau of the Budget’s 
plan. As we go along, I am trying to develop this: Not what you 
intend to do but what you can do under this plan. I may be wrong, 
but I am not certain that the plan specifically prohibits appointment 
of an executive officer. As I read it, I am a little doubtful that such 
authority is, as you say, specifically prohibited. 

General Ronrnson. I agree, sir. 

The Cuarrman. I am not sure that you do not need an executive 
officer or an administrative chief, to act for the Board under the 
Board’s supervision. I do not know, but I am trying to explore 
this, so as to attempt to determine all of the potentials of the plan. 
As I said before, we are delegating a lot of authority here, and I 
want to know just how far it goes. 
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General Roprnson. We will get to the details in a few minutes, sir. 

The Cuartrman. All right. 

General Roprnson. Section 4: Since a number of offices and agencies 
are abolished, it is essential that the Commissioners have the neces- 
sary authority to establish new offices and agencies, to be filled by 
appointment by the Board of Commissioners. Such authority is 
granted under section 4, which in addition includes provision for 15 
super — 

In order to attract competent personnel it is vital that certain 
of our top-level positions carry the salary and prestige of comparable 
positions in municipal governments of comparable size. A number 
of existing agencies will be consolidated, resulting in a comparatively 
small number of departments. The success of the reorganization plan 
will, to a considerable extent, depend upon the ability to fill these key 
positions with the best qualified personnel. In order to do so it is 
necessary to provide more adequate salaries for such positions. Thus, 
the order provides for these 15 positions. The compensation of these 
officials will be fixed under the Classification Act of 1949 as amended, 
but without regard to the numerical limitations on positions set forth 
in section 505 of that act. 

The CHatrMan. In other words you are going to have authority 
to employ as many people as you want to in any grade up to grade 15? 

Genereal Ropinson. We have that now, sir. 

The CuarrMan. You have that authority now? 

General Roprnson. Yes, sir, to the extent that funds are available 
to pay them. 

The CuarrmMan, That does not interfere with the authority you have 
had heretofore / 

General Roprnson. No, sit 

The CuarrmMan. There has never been any limitation, I assume, on 
the number of employees you could have in the District. All those 
employees are all civil-service employees, as I understand it. 

General Roprnson. Yes, sir, with the exception of employees cov- 
ered by special laws such as policemen, firemen, and a few others. 
Expenditures for salaries are limited in appropriation acts. 

This provision will enable the Chairman of the Civil Service Com- 
mision or the President, as the case may be, to fix rates of pay for 
these offices in excess of the rates established for grade 15 of the gen- 
eral schedule established by the Classification Act, whenever standards 
of the classification laws so permit. However, in each case it will still 
be necessary to satisfy the Civil Service Commission, both that the 
responsibilities and duties merit the classification and that the in- 
dividual to fill the position is qualified and competent to do so. The 
reorganization plan in no way affects the pay of the C ommissioners 
themselves, 

Creation of these new positions makes it possible to establish strong 
departments, each headed by a director, who will be responsible to the 
Board of Commissioners and will have full responsibility for the ad- 
ministration of all activities of his department. Such departments 
will be the basis for a modern streamlined pattern of organization 
and operations with clear and direct channels of responsibilty and 
supervision from the lowest level up to the department head, and 
through him to the Board of Commissioners. The creation of this 
new framework of departments is a necesarsy step in carrying out the 
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over-all reorganization of the District. It permits a clarification of 
lines of responsibility throughout the government, thus simplifying 
and making more effective and uniform the management control. 
This is essential for the best possible administration. The specific 
organization of such departments is not prescribed, but is the respon- 
sibility of the Commissioners. 

Also included - section 4 is a provision to increase the allowable 
pay of the Chief of Police and the Fire Chief—the new titles to be 
given to the Major aad Superintendent of Police and Chief Engineer 
of the Fire Department under the provisions of this order—so that 
these two officials may receive such compensation as the Board of 
Commissioners may fix, at a rate not to exceed 312.800 per annum. 
This is an inerease from the rate of $11,130 now in effect and is neces- 
sary to bring the compensation of these offices to the level paid 1 
comparable municipalities. 

One of the most important aspects of any reorganization plan has 
to do with the assistants to the Engineer Commissioner. These are 
officers of the Corps of Engineers, detailed to the Dist rict govern- 
ment by the President, under the provisions of our Organic Act as 
amended. Under present law such assistants have only such powers 
as are delegated to them by the Engineer Commissioner. However, 
for many years various duties have been assigned such assistants by 
the Board of Commissioners, on recommendation of the Engineer 
Commissioner. Such delegation is highly desirable and should con- 
tinue, but it appears that it would be better to have this power defined 
in substantive legislation. In addition, such legislation is required 
to give the senior officer of the Army so detailed as assistant to the 
Engineer Commissioner the necessary authority in order that he may 
he the Acting Engineer Commissioner in the event that office is vacant 
for any reason. 

It is equally essential to permit the assignment of special duties 
to the assistants to the Engineer Commissioner under the reorganiza- 
tion in such a way that the positions so held may be comparable to 
positions cl: issified by the Civil Service Commission under the Clas- 
sification Act of 1949, as amended; the proper classification and com- 
pensation may be determined for the job, and each such assistant may 
be paid the necessary differential in addition to his Army pay and 
allowances to compensate him at a rate for such office equal to that 
provided under the Classification Act. 

Such a provision is necessary for the proper organization of those 
activities under the Engineer Commissioner. Since the present status 
of the assistants has the effect of downgrading all the positions under 
the Engineer Commissioner, it handicaps the District in filling those 
positions, lowers the effectiveness of such organizations, and greatly 
hampers any reorganization. It is the intention of the Board of 
Commissioners to seek special legislation for these very important 
elements of their reorganization plan. 

Section 5: Section 5 gives to the Board of Commissioners the neces- 
sary authority for reorganization from time to time on a continuing 
basis to meet changing conditions. It gives them broad authority 
to effect transfers between agencies of the government of the District 
of Columbia of personnel, property, records, and wnexpended bal- 
ances of appropriations, allowances, and other funds available or to 
be made available. 
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The Cuamman. Do I understand by that you would have authority, 
after Congress had appropriated money for one specific agency and 
function, to transfer those funds to some other agency and to some 
other service of the District ¢ 

General Ropinson. No, sir: the transfer of funds can be done only 
in connection with reorganization, and the money will have to be 
used for the purpose specified by Congress. 

The Cuairman. In other words, the appropriation follows the 
function. 

General Ropinson. Yes, sit 

The Cuarrman. If you abolish an office to which the funds have 
been appropriated, and then you transfer those functions to some other 
office or agency, then the appropriated funds follow the function. Is 
that correct 4 

General Ropinson. That is entire ly correct. There is no authority 
in this p vlan for transfer bet ween appropr lations e xcept in connection 
with reorganization: nor is the Reorganization Act of 1949 broad 
enough to permit incorporating such a provision in the plan. 

Section 8 is implementation of the plan. 

{t should be understood that Reorganization Plan No. 5 does not 
spell out an organization but gives the Board of Commissioners the 
authority to reorganize as necessary. A statement is therefore in 
order as to the detailed p lan whic h the Board of Commissioners in 
tends to imp ylement if the President’s submittal becomes law: how the 
detailed plan was evolved; the principles upon which it is based; and 
a proposed timetable for its accomplishment. 

There is submitted herewith an organization chart showing 15 
departments and their grouping. 

I believe a copy of this e ‘hart has been furnished to the members 
of the committee, sir. 

The Cuarrman. It may be printed 1 in the record at this point. 

(The chart referred to is herewith inserted. ) 

aaa ral RoBINSON. Also submitted i sa list showing a proposed as- 
asignment of the 95 agencies to those 15 departments. 

The CuatrmMan. Instead of the 95 agencies, as I understand it, you 
are creating 15 departments / 

General Ropinson. Fifteen departments and two offices, sir. 

The CHarrmMan. Fifteen - ‘partments and two offices / 

Gener: al Ropinson. Yes, s 

The Cuatrman. This be is a detailed explanation of the 
euldned of these 15 departments and 2 offices? 

General Ropinson. It is the detailed assignment ot agencies, and 
thus functions, to the 15 departments. 

The Cuamman. If you would like to have that incorporated, it may 
be placed in the record at this point. ; 

(The material referred to is as follows:) 


Proposep ASSIGNMENT OF 95 AGENCIES TO 15 DEPARTMENTS AND 2 OFFICES 


The plan contemplates an executive office, 15 departments, and 2 separate offices 
(chief clerk and surveyor) as outlined below. The functional arrangement of 
the offices and agencies under these departments is tentative, and is subject to 
realinement should subsequent study or developments indicate the desirability 
thereof. In addition, the subordination of certain agencies, such as the Board 
of Parole, the Board of Tax Appeals, and the various examining and licensing 
boards for the professions and occupations, is for administrative and house- 
keeping purposes only and such boards will retain autonomy of operations. 
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE 
BoarD OF COMMISSIONERS 


OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 
Legal Department: 
Office of the Corporation Counsel 
Department of General Administration: 
Personnel Office: 
District Personnel Board 
Police and Firemen’s Retirement and Relief Board 
Management Office : 
Management Section 
Budget Office : 
Budget Office 
Finance Office: 
Office of the Assessor: 
Board of Assistant Assessors 
Board of Equalization and Review 
Committee on Special Assessment Appeals 
soard of Tax Appeals 
Office of the Collector of Taxes 
Disbursing Office 
Audit Office: 
Office of the Auditor 
Purchasing Office: 
Purchasing Division 
Division of Printing and Publication 
Property Office: 
District of Columbia Educational Agency for Surplus Property 
Property Section 
Police Department : 
Metropolitan Police Department 
District of Columbia Pound 
Police Trial Board 
Fire Department: 
Fire Department 
Fire Trial Board 
Office of the Chief Clerk: 
Office of the Chief Clerk 
Office of the Surveyor: 
Office of the Surveyor 
Department of Civil Defense: 
Office of Civil Defense 
Department of Vehicles and Traffic: 
Department of Vehicles and Traffic 
Motor Vehicle Parking Agency 
Board of Revocation, Suspension, and Restoration of Operators’ Permits 
Board of Revocation and Review of Hackers’ Identification Cards 
Registrar of Titles and Tags 
Veterans’ Division: 
Veterans’ Service Center 
Department of Highways: 
Department of Highways: 
Street Division 
Bridge Division 
Electrical Division 
Central Garage and Shops 
Department of Buildings and Grounds: 
Department of Construction: 
Municipal Architect 
Construction Division 
District of Columbia Repair Shop 
Superintendent of District Buildings 
Trees and Parking Division 





' 
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Department of Inspections: 
Board for the Condemnation of Dangerous and Unsafe Buildings 
Building Inspection Division 
Central Permit Bureau 
Electrical Inspection Division 
Elevator Inspection Division 
Fire Safety Division 
Plumbing Inspectio. Division 
Smoke and Boiler Inspection Division 
Board of Special Appeals 
Department of Sanitary Engineering 
Department of Sanitary Engineering: 
Sewer Division: 
Sewage Treatment Plant 
Sanitation Division 
° Water Division 
Office of the Water Registrar 
Department of Health: 
Health Department: 
Office of the Coroner 
Anatomical Board 
Board for the Condemnation of Insanitary Buildings in the District 
of Columbia 
Board of Police and Fire Surgeons 
Gallinger Municipal Hospital 
Glenn Dale Sanatorium: 
Tuberculosis Hospital 
Department of Corrections: 
Department of Corrections: 
Board of Parole 
Department of Welfare 
Board of Public Welfare 
Department of Public Welfare 
Department of Industrial Relations: 
Alcoholic Beverage Control Board 
Board of Accountancy 
Board of Barber Examiners for the District of Columbia 
Board of Dental Examiners 
Board of Examiners and Registrars of Architects 
Board of Examiners of Veterinary Medicine 
Board of Optometry 
Board of Pharmacy 
Board of Podiatry Examiners 
Commission on Licensure To Practice the Healing Art in the District 
of Columbia 
Department of Insurance 
Department of Weights, Measures, and Markets 
District Boxing Commission 
: District of Columbia Board of Registration of Professional Engineers 
District of Columbia Board of Cosmetology 
License Bureau 
Minimum Wage and Industrial Safety Board 
Nurses’ Examining Board 
Office of the Administrator of Rent Control 
Undertakers’ Examining Committee 
District Unemployment Compensation Board 
Motion Picture Operators’ Examining Board 
Plumbing Board 
Electrical Examining Board 
3oard of Examiners of Steam and Other Operating Engineers 
Real Estate Commission 


General Rortnson. Both the chart and the list must be considered 
tentative, as future studies may indicate desirable changes. However, 
they represent the present intention of the Board of Commissioners to 
accomplish within 1 year’s time. 
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The Cnamman. At that point I understand you are making this 
reservation—that this is your present plan, this is the best you have 
been able to devise, and this is what you now would recommend to 
Congress if Congress were to take the action, instead of delegating the 
power to you? 

General Roprnson. Yes, sir; that is correct. That is our best judg- 
ment as of now. However, one of the key points in our plan for good 
government in the future is flexibility in being able to make future 
changes. 

The CHarrman. That is what we were talking about awhile ago. 
Do you consider such continuing authority on an indefinite basis 
essential ? 

General Roprnson. Yes, sir; I consider that an essential power. 

The CHarrMAN. Does the Board desire that power indefinitely ? 

General Roprnson. Yes, sir: if we had had that before, maybe we 
would not need reorganization now. 

The Cuamman. In other words, a continuing power to reorganize. 

General Roprnson. Yes, sir. 

The Cuairman. You do not think, then, it would be advisable for 
the Congress, after you had been given a chance under this plan for 
a year or two, to take another look at it and place a limitation upon it? 

General Roprnson. ] should be most happy for the Congress to 
take a look at it, and I hope that we can show them some wonderful 
results. 

The Cuairman. You believe, though, you would still want the 
continuing power, do you not ¢ 

General Roptnson. Yes, sir; because conditions change and we have 
been handicapped in the past due to our inability to reorganize effec- 
tively to meet such changes. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, since you are referring to that point, 
which I mentioned a little while ago, I think I might say that in my 
talks with Mr. Fowler during the past year he said that approximately 
two-thirds, or perhaps 70 percent, of the reorganization plan that 
he had in mind, and which I think forms partly the basis for this study 
at least, if not the outline of the plan now suggested—that at least 
two-thirds of the so-called Fowler plan could have been accomplished 
without legislation—that is, that the Commissioners have had some 
minor powers of adjustment. And by suggesting a while ago that 
Congress at some later date might want to place some time limitation 
on this, I did not have in mind that the Congress would ever want to 
retake to itself the handling of details of administrative adjustment or 
readjustment. 

It seems to me that if the Commissioners work this out in pretty 
good fashion, when we take a look at it in a year or 2 years or when- 
ever we may, it would be my hope that Congress would find that it 
would not have to retake any great amount ‘of powers or place too 
many limitations. I am not anxious for Congress to go back into the 
detail of adjustment and readjustment. 

The Cuatrman. Oh, I think this plan might very well have had a 
provision in it, however, requiring the Board of Commissioners to 
within a year’s time or 18 months or 2 years report back to the Congress 
upon what action has been taken under this authority. But the ‘plan 
does not provide for any such report. 
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General Ropinson. I would be very glad to go on the record as 
promising to give such a report to any committee the Congress may 
designate. 

The Carman. I do not know what would be the proper time; a 
year, 18 months, 2 years, or what. As you point out here, you do not 
want to make all these changes with one stroke of the pen. It has to 
be a gradual process, in order not to disrupt the functioning of the 
government. 

General Ropinson. I am sure that with the splendid interest Sena- 
tor Case has taken in the past in the reorganization of the District, 
we will probably receive a letter from him at a suitable time asking 
for such a report, and we will probably give it to the District Commit- 
tees or to this committee if the committee should do so desire. 

The CuatrMan. I would suggest this: A suggestion from me or 
from Senator Case would not be in any degree binding, but I would 
suggest that the Commission, after it has made substantial progress 
in “effectuating this reorganization plan that the Commission give 
the Congress some report on it. IL think you could do that voluntarily. 

General Roprnson. Yes, sir. I think it will probably come up in 
connection with our next year’s budget hearings. 

The Cuatrman. I think the Board could perhaps make a resolution 
to that effect. The plan does not provide for any check on the progress 
made and we cannot amend the plan. We would not want to deny the 
approval of the plan just on that account, but I think you can volun- 
tarily supply a report to the Congress which the plan has omitted. 

Gener: al Ropinson. Yes, sir. 

(See resolution presented by General Robinson, p. 68, hearing of 
May 20, 1952.) 

General Roprnson. In answer to a previous question, I would like to 
state that we feel that under our present authorities effective reorgani- 
zation is practically impossible, because except by legislation the Com- 
missioners cannot increase their control over semi-independent 
agencies, such as the Board of Public Welfare, examining boards, and 
the like. We cannot create new functions or offices. We cannot _ 
point in classifications above GS-15. We cannot replace a board or : 
commission by a single head. We cannot even change the name or 
the functions of agencies set up by statute. We cannot delegate au- 
thority in many pl: wes where responsibility is assigned to the Com- 
missioners by statute. ‘Those are some of the things we cannot do 
under our present authority. 

The Crarrman. Is it contemplated that this plan, this reorgani- 
zation, will actually effect any savings in the cost of operating the 
District government ¢ 

General Ropinson. I discuss that a little later, sin 

The Cnatrman. All right. 

General Rosinson. It is also important that the intentions of the 
Board of Commissioners be understood with respect to the many 
boards and commissions to be integrated, which presently are semi- 
autonomous in nature. Principal among these are the Board of Pa- 
role, the Anatomical Board, and the examining and licensing boards 
for the various professions and occupations. ‘The Commissioners in- 
tend to exercise administrative and fiscal authority over such agencies 
and to consolidate and streamline their various housekeeping func- 
tions; but generally there is no intention to take from them their fact- 
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finding functions and their independence of action. Generally, the 
Commissioners plan to delegate to such agencies the operating powers 
they now exercise; and, as in the past, their determinations generally 
are to be final in nature and without appeal to the Board ‘of Com- 
missioners. 

The first stage in development of this detailed plan commenced 
when, pursuant to reorganization questions raised by Senator Case, of 
South Dakota, the engineer commissioner in August 1951, directed 
his military assistants and civilian executive assistant to initiate 
studies with a view to formulating a plan for internal reorganization 
of the District government. 

This first stage involved the development of the basic concept and 
detailed plan of reorganization, and was substantially completed last 
December ; when this plan was submitted to, slightly modified by, then 
approved by the Board of Commissioners, and forwarded to the Bu- 
reau of the Budget. It was made public in November 1951, was the 
subject of wide discussion by various citizens’ groups and was modi- 
fied as a result of public opinion and further study. It has received 
the almost unanimous approval of the people of Washington. It rep- 
resents the considered judgment of the Commissioners, based on years 
of analysis by individuals intimately familiar with the District’s spe- 
cial problems. This proposal resulted from reorganization studies of 
the District government, long underway and intensified over the last 
2 years; which included a comprehensive study and careful analysis 
of recognized authorities on municipal management, the organiza- 
tion and operation of other forms of municipal and State gover mment, 
the effectiveness of such organizations in other cities of comparable 
size, the various reorganization studies previously prepared, includ- 
ing those of the Congress, the history and legislative background of 
the present organization and agencies, and the functional responsibili- 
ties of such agencies. The study and analysis required detailed know]l- 
edge of District operations. The plan as finalized reflects the thinking 
and long experience of many District officials, the views of leading 
citizens, the conclusions developed by years of ion -to-day dealing 
with Congress, and detailed analyses of District operations. It gives 
due consideration to the complexity of local problems and reflects a 

careful evaluation of the desirable and undesirable elements of or- 
ganization, tempered in the furnace of long experience. It is both 
realistic and practical. There is no doubt that it will work, and work 
effectively. 

There are certain principles set forth here, which we followed in 
developing the new organization; which I do not believe it is neces- 
sary to read. I would like to skip to page 22 in the middle of the 
pi age. 

(The unread portion of General Robinson’s statement follows:) 

In implementing the plan certain guiding principles, among others will be 
followed: 

(1) Control should be centralized; but operations, particularly in so large 
an organization, should be decentralized. 

(2) As a corollary of this, the basis for establishing top-level control should 
be the grouping of related activities: Which is to say a grouping by major 
purposes. At lower levels other methods of grouping may be used. Grouping 
by process or technical function is used to obtain the fullest advantages of 
technical and specialized skills and knowledge, and to secure competent profes- 
sional supervision as, for example, in the case of public works and certain 
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auxiliary agencies, particularly those providing services common to all or most 
departments. Other methods of grouping may also be used at lower levels, such 
as grouping by clientele in the case of certain welfare activities; and grouping 
by area as, for example, the lower echelons of the Fire and Police Departments. 
Thus, the method of grouping at any level should be chosen with a view to the 
greatest efficiency at that level. 

(3) Operational and administrative functions should be grouped separately 
to free the former from administrative detail and to improve the efficiency and 
proper utilization of both. 

(a) Operational functions are those which are primarily operational in nature. 
They either serve the people directly or are performed for the immediate or direct 
benefit of the people. Basically, they are the reason for the government’s 
existence. 

(b) Administrative functions are those which support the operating functions. 
They include the various administrative, personnel, fiscal, supply, and property 
functions, and in general are Common to all or nearly all departments. 

(4) Administrative functions should be centralized to secure the greatest 
benefits from specialization and to assist executive control. 

(5) Responsibility for the administration of policies in any particular field 
should not be divided. 

(6) The total number of departments should be sufficient to permit each to 
function as a unit. Having too few departments necessitates the grouping of 
unrelated functions, resulting in lack of flexibility and conflict of purpose; 
having too many departments defeats effective supervision and control and 
tends toward duplication and higher cost. Authorities indicate the desirable 
number for a municipal government to be somewhere between 10 and 20. 

(7) The number of units under any one official should be small enough to 
permit effective management. 

(8) Authority and responsibility of all components should be clearly defined. 
Also lines of authority and responsibility shoul be clearly established from top 
to bottom to insure complete integration and unity of command. 

(9) Uniformity of nomenclature should be followed. 

(10) Agencies should be headed by a single official rather than by a commis- 
sion or board, except for certain quasi-legislative, quasi-judicial, consultative, 
and advisory functions. 

(11) Changes in organization should not be made for the sake of change, or 
for any other reason except increased effectiveness and efliciency of operation or 
control, to promote economy, or to accomplish other purposes of the Reorganiza- 
tion Act of 1949. 

(12) Adequate staffs should be provided for officials Whose managerial duties 
are extensive. 

(13) Intradepartmental organization should follow the same principles as 
interdepartmental organization. 


General Ropstnson. All organization changes under this plan will 
oe put into effect as soon as it is practicable to do so without disrupting 
the continued operations of the District government. It is expected 
that the basic reorganization will begin promptly. The exact pro- 
cedure and the details are still to be worked out. However, the initial 
steps are expected to be the following: The setting up of a Citizens’ 
Advisory Council with specified duties —— 

The Cyatrman. May I ask at that point: That Council will be 
appointed by the Commission ; is that correct ? 

General Ronrnson. Yes, sir. 

The CuatrmMan. Will they have any independent authority, any 
independent powers ? 

General Roptnson. No, sir. They are advisory to the Board of 
Commissioners on certain specific matters referred to them by the 
Board of Commissioners. 

The Cuamman. The Council would be an instrumentality of the 
Commission itself? 

General Roprnson. Yes, sir. 








48 REORGANIZATION PLAN NO. 5 OF 1952 


The Cramran. Simply in a consulting capacity, I assume? 

General Roprnson. Yes, sir. 

The Cratrman. It has no power other than to recommend and 
advise ¢ 

General Rorinson. That is correct, except for the studies and 
reviews it must make in order to advise. 

The Cuarrman. How large a council would it be? 

General Ropinson. It is proposed to be a nine-man Council, initially. 
However, the Board of Commissioners may increase its membership 
later should it decide that it is in the public interest to do so, 

The Cuarrman. The Commission would be free to reject the Coun- 
cil’s recommendations or accept them in part ? 

General Roprnson. Yes, sir. 

The Cuatrman. And you may discharge the members of the Council 
at will whenever you want to? 

General Rosinson. That is possible, but rather unlikely. However, 
when, in the public interest, the Board determines a member should 
be removed, it is provided in the plan that the Board may remove him. 

We have worked in the past with a very large number of fine citi- 
zens’ committees, and they have been of invaluable help to the Board 
of Commissioners. Nor, to the best of my knowledge, have we ever 
removed a member for disagreeing with the Commissioners, or think- 
ing differently. 

The Cuairman. I am not objecting to this Citizens’ Council at all. 
It may be most advisable and very helpful in the course of this reor- 
ganization. I am trying to establish what its actual authority is, if 
any. and what its functions would be. 

General Roprnson. It is wholly advisory in nature. 

The Cuarrman. All right. 

General Rosinson. I do have the Commissioners’ plan for the es- 
tablishment of a Citizens’ Advisory Council, which I believe is before 
you, and I would like to ask permission to enter this into the record 
at this point. 

The Cuatrrman. The Chair would like to have you do that. 

(The material referred to is as follows :) 


PLAN FOR ESTABLISHMENT OF A CITIZENS’ ADVISORY COUNCIL 


1. Composition.—The Citizens’ Advisory Council shall consist of nine mem- 
bers: Provided, howerer, That the Board of District Commissioners may in- 
crease the number of members should the Board decide that it is advisable to 
do so 

It is believed that a small group can perform the duties of the Council more 
expeditiously and efficiently than could a larger group, which might be more 
inclined to engage in extended discussion than to arrive at conclusive action. 

2». Functions.—To advise the Board of Commissioners on matters referred to 
it by the Board relative to the following : 

(a) Proposed legislation. 

(b) Regulations affecting the public. 

(c) Matters of fiscal policy, including the annual budget. 

(d) Other matters of broad public policy. 

Functions of the Council will be limited to the above, at least initially. The 
Council shall have no administrative functions. Violation of this principle 
would result in delay and confusion on administrative matters, which are the 
sole responsibility of the Board of Commissioners and their department heads. 
The Council should not invade the field of the several special technical com- 
mittees now in existence, such as the Building Code Advisory Committee, Traffic 
Advisory Board, or Advisory Committee on Public Works; or technical commit- 
tees which may hereafter be created. These are appointed by the Board of 
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Commissioners to deal with special problems; and members are selected for 
their special abilities to handle those problems. These committees have been 
invaluable to the Commissioners in the past, and it is felt that any absorption 
of their functions by the Council would decrease the quality of the service 
rendered and would decrease citizen participation in government, thereby de- 
feating the very purpose of the Council which is to increase such citizen par- 
ticipation, The Council shall report only to the Board of Commissioners 

3. Qualifications.—Members shall be United States citizens, at least 30 vears of 
age: who are, and have been for a minimum of 5 years immediately preceding 
appointment, actual residents of the District of Columbia and have, during that 
period, Claimed residence nowhere else; and shall hold no full-time office for 
which compensation is paid from District of Columbia funds. 

4. Selection.—This will be based upon knowledge of the District, ability and 
standing in the community. Those selected should be high-caliber persons, whose 
stature and proven civie consciousness will insure their over-all interest in the 
District of Columbia as a whole. There shall be no ex officio members, nor mem 
bers representing any special interest. Selection will be strictly on the basis of 
personal qualifications. All members will be appointed by the Board of Commis 
Ssioners, and the Council itself will elect its Chairman. The Board of Commis- 
sioners may remove any member upon determination that it is not in the publie 
interest for such member to continue to serve. 

D. Term.—The term is fixed at 3 years. Initially, however, three will be ap 
pointed for a term of 3 years, three for 2 years, and three for 1 year. No person 
shall serve more than two consecutive terms, but may be reappointed after a 
lapse of l year. Should a vacancy occur through the death, incapacity, or removal 
of a member, a successor will be appointed to complete the unexpired term of 
that member. 

6. Compensation.—Membership on the Council will be regarded strictly as 
honorary, and the members will receive no salary or other compensation. Should 
a member incur expenses in the discharge of his duties as a member of the 
Council, reimbursement will be considered as an administrative expense (see 8). 
7. Meetings.—The Council shall meet at least once per month; and shall hold 
additional meetings at the call of the Board of Commissioners. On motion of 
the Council itself, or at the call of the Chairman of the Council, additional meet 
ings may be held when deemed necessary for action on any business regularly 
before it. 

S. Administration.—The Secretary to the Board of Commissioners shall be the 
Secretary to the Council and will be responsible for the administration, files, and 
housekeeping problems of the Council; he will provide the necessary secretarial 
help. The Board of Commissioners will provide office space for Council meetings 
Any expenses incurred by the Council as a whole, or by individual members, will 
be met from funds provided for the administration of district affairs, after 
approval by the Board of Commissioners or by its duly designated representative. 


The CuHairMan. Are these members paid members / 

General Roprnson. No, sir. It is specified in the plan that they will 
not be paid. They must be high caliber, civic minded citizens, at least 
30 years of age, who have been residents of the District of Columbia 
at least 5 vears immediately preceding appointment, having both resi- 
dence and domicile here. 

The CHairMan. That is provided in your plan / 

General Ropinson. Yes, sir; that is provided in the plan which is 
submitted. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, if you will indulge me: To me the 
creation of a Citizens’ Advisory Council is one of the best features 
of the plan proposed by the Commissioners. This offers a very small 
hope but. a little hope of getting a larger voice for the people of the 
District of Columbia, who pay the bills for the District of Columbia, 
to express themselves on the operation of the city’s government, I 
think, although I am very glad to receive the full statement of the 
plan which has been put into the record, in view of the fact that these 
plans are being covered by the press, it would not be amiss to have the 
plan read, at least so far as the functions are concerned. 
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General Rorrnson. Copies have been given to the press for release 
after this hearing, sir. 

Senator Case. Then may I ask the Commissioner what are the 
powers of the Council? Can it initiate recommendations on its own ? 

General Rorrnson. No, sir. 

Senator Case. What functions will it have, then? 

General Roprnson. It is to advise the Board of Commissioners on 
matters referred to it by the Board relative to the following: proposed 
legislation, regulations affecting the public, matters of fiscal policy 
including the annual budget, and other matters of broad public policy. 

Senator Case. Supposing the Council felt that there was a matter 
of considerable importance with regard to an area of the city. Would 
the Commissioners feel that the Council ought not to express itself? 

General Rosrnson. I am sure that we would be glad to have an ex- 
pression in such a case. However, the Council is appointed for a 
specific purpose. We were faced with the problem of not being able 
to have an elected council, because of the limitations of the Reorgani- 
zation Act itself. And therefore it was felt that we should have this 
appointed Council to advise us on those matters on which we desired 
advice, it being impossible to get representation through the elective 
process. And we also felt that a small council acting only in the areas 
in which the Board of Commissioners asked them to act was in the 
best interest of the public. 

And as we point out, in this statement on the council, we have a 
number of committee now in existence which are technical committees 
that have -been invaluable to the Commissioners in the past, such as 
the Building Code Advisory Committee, the Traffic Advisory Board, 
and the Advisory Committee on Public Works, and others, such as 
parking, which we have had in the past. We feel that if the Council 
invades the field of many of these special committee, it w ill defeat the 
purpose of the Council, which is to increase the citizens’ partic ipation. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I do not care to be argumentative on 
it, and I appreciate your indulgence in letting me ask questions and 
make comment from time to time. But in our consideration in the 
Senate of the so called home-rule bill which we had up and which the 
Senate passed this year, the question came up repeatedly as to the pur- 
pose of anything in that field. 

It is my conviction that the purpose of legislation with respect to the 
government of the District of Columbia must be to achieve efficiency, 
economy, and honesty in the government of the Capital City, but at 
the same time to provide the kind of a Capital City that the country 
deserves, and with that to give a larger measure of voice to the people 
who pay a large proportion of the bill. 

Now, there is a tendency in government today to have advisory com- 
mittees, and all too frequently we hear the criticism that these advisory 
committees come to Washington to advise one of the boards that have 
been set up, and they become merely dummy boards, so to speak. 

The Cuarrman. They do more echoing than advising ? 

Senator Case. Yes, more echoing. The tendency on the part of 
boards is to want the advisory bodies to be merely cheering sections, 
so to speak, to applaud them for what they do. Ifthe advisory council 
is to do what a citizens’ advisory council should do, it seems to me that 
as this develops, the commission should welcome from an advisory 
council things which they may initiate on their own. 
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For if they merely are going to deal with things which are referred 
to them by the Commissioners, the tendene *y will be to make them mere 

-atification groups or cheering sections for something that the Com- 
missioners might be doing. 

The CHarrman. In other words, to fortify a decision that the com- 
mission has already made by giving it their moral or official support. 

Senator Case. If they are going to be a dynamic influence in the 
city government, there ought to be an opportunity for the citizens to 
bring out of their personal experience the thoughts that they have 
about the city government. 

So while, as I say, I think that the Advisory Council is one of the 
better features, because it is a small step in that direction, I hope that 
the Commissioners as they work with this, if they do, will give consid- 
eration to making the Advi isory Council an advisory council in the true 
sense of the word and not mere ‘ly somebody to echo what the ‘y may 
propose. 

The CrHatmrMan. Well, there is nothing to prevent the Advisory 
Council from initiating a recommendation, is there ? 

General Roptnson. No, sir. It was our intention to go rather slow 
by starting small, with restricted duties. I think from the caliber of 
the council and the nature of the problems to be referred to it, I am 
not afraid of its becoming a rubber stamp. We intend to use it 
in those fields where we very definitely need advice from a high 
caliber citizens’ committee. Ww e have such a committe in existence 
now, for example; we have a 27-man committee on public works, which 
is doing a tremendous job of analyzing our entire capital outlay fiscal 
policy and our entire phased program for capital outlay expenditures. 

The Cratrman. Do you intend to retain those committees? 

General Rortnson. We intend to retain those standing committees; 
ves, sir. And they are all ones which give advice before the decision 
is made. Naturally, if a decision is made, there would be no point in 
seeking such advice. 

The CHatrman. In other words, one of these committees that you 
have and intend to retain might initiate a recommendation ? 

General Roprnson. They are specifically asked for recommendations. 

The CHarrman. They are asked for them. You get recommenda- 
tionsfromthem. Then you would have this over-all Advisory Council 
to whom you might refer that recommendation for its study and recom- 
mendation back to you. 

General Roptnson. Yes. sir. 

The CHairman. I did not know whether it is intended to work that 
way or not. 

General Roprnson. Well, it is intended at least initially to limit the 
Council to those specific functions which are given. There is a cover- 
all included which says “other matters of broad public policy. Those 
would have to be determined from time to time by the Bo: ard. But we 
feel that if the committee is to be advisory to the Board, the Board 
should specify what it wishes to be advised on. 

And we cannot, under the law, abdicate our responsibility as a Board 
of Commissioners. 

Senator Casr. Mr. Chairman, of course, the council has no power. 
All it can give is advice. It cannot tell you to do anything with any 
authority. Is that not correct? 

General Rorrnson. That is correct. 
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Senator Case. The Advisory Council has no power. It cannot 
initiate legislation. It cannot pass an ordinance to appropriate 
money, or anything of that sort. 

General Rosinson. That is correct ; yes, sir. 

Senator DworsHak. Mr, Chairman, | had intended to make similar 
comments to these made by Senator Case on the potential duties of the 
Citizens’ Advisory Council. We hear so much about home rule in the 
District. And I think it is very important that the Commissioners of 
the District realize that they give a measure of home rule by permitting 
the Council to reflect the thinking of the people in the District on 
various controversial issues. 

On the other hand, as Senator Case pointed out, we in Congress 
ridicule the status of advisory boards which have been set up in the 
past by the — — of the Government, where members of 
boards are es » Washington not to submit advice, or to be 
consulted with, but rat cs to pass upon some plan, some policy, already 
formulated by the various boards and agencies in Washington. And 
they have had no real authority. If you follow that same pl in in the 
District with your Advisory Council, of course, it will be meaningless. 

I believe the Commissioners in the District do recognize the ne ed of 
expanding the participation of the people here in Government, and to 
this extent at least the members of the Council should be permitted to 
be more than mere rubber stamps. I think the Commission recognizes 
that. 

General Ropinson. Yes, sir. 

The Cuairman. All right. Proceed, General. 

General Ropinson. The next steps e xpected in the basic reorganiza- 
tion are the integration of agencies into a Department of General Ad 
ministration and the organization of this Department on a sound basis; 
delegating authority on a temporary basis to all existing agencies to 
continue the functions presently assigned, and to continue as presently 
constituted, until the details of the organization can be worked out; 
and subsequently assigning such agencies to departments, and defining 
their duties and responsibilities. It should be apparent that this is a 
long-term process which, if not to disrupt the government, must be 
carried out methodically and carefully. However, it is expected that 
the initial reorganization can be completed within a year. Thereafter, 
further organizational adjustments can be made as conditions require. 

% Conclusion: Primary initial benefits from these reorganizations 
take the form of improvements in administration and _ services. 
Eventually economies are expected, although some initial increases in 
costs will probably result from the new positions necessary to set up the 
new services, which in turn are necessary to develop such economies. 
To accomplish this the Board of Commissioners has requested in 
separate legislation the appropriation of the sum of $100,000 from 
funds on deposit in the Treasury to the credit of the District of Colum- 
bia. Many benefits in improved operations are probable in the next 
vears, and it is expected that these will result in a reduction of ex- 
penditures as compared with those that would otherwise be necessary. 
Any itemization of such reductions in advance of actual experience 
under this plan is not practicable, 

The Commissioners recognize and appreciate the outstanding help 
and advice they have rec eived from the many individuals and groups 
which have assisted in the formulation of this plan and made it pos- 
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sible. Chief among these are the large number of District officers and 
employees who have worked so hard on the plan; the numerous citizen, 
civic, business, and other groups which have supported it so stanchly ; 
the many citizens who have advised us on difficult and controversial 
issues; and the officials of the Congress, the executive offices, and other 
Federal offices who have helped develop the plan in its tinal form, 
including the White House staff, the Civil Service Commission, the 
Bureau of the Budget, and the Department of Justice. 

This is essentially the people’s plan—not alone the Commissioners’. 
It would not have been possible without the help of the citizens of 
Washington. At the same time it has put the Commissioners and the 
entire District government in a position where they must succeed. 
Reorganization must go ahead, sensibly, logically, effectively, and the 
Commissioners are determined that it shall provided this plan becomes 
law. They hope that the Congress has the same confidence in them that 
the vast majority of citizens have expressed, and is prepared to grant 
them this broad authority. 

The Board of Commissioners deeply appreciates the President’s 
action in forwarding this plan to Congress, and at the same time 
humbly recognizes its profound obligation to the people of the District 
of Columbia and to the Congress to make the most of this splendid 
opportunity better to serve them. 

Mr. Chairman, when I entered this hearing room I was handed a 
copy of a staff report (staff memorandum No. 82-2-33), which has 
been made a part of this record. There are numerous statements in 
that paper to which I take exception, particularly those listed on 
page 2 under “Defects of Plan No. 5 of 1952.” 

1 would like to comment briefly on the questions raised there. 

The first criticism is that the plan is a carte blanche. That is true; 
however, | feel that we need the flexibility. We need to straighten 
out the legal status and background of these agencies. And I think 
that the presentation I have made and the data I have furnished the 
committee as a matter of public record indicate in detail how we intend 
to use this authority, and constitute an obligation on the part of the 
Board of Commissioners to do exactly that to which we have testified 
here this morning. 

The naming of the commission form of government as “defective,” 
“outmoded,” and “discredited,” is entirely incorrect, as applied to 
Washington. In fact it is peculiarly fitting to our special conditions. 

We have an outstanding government now. In many departments 
we have been nationally recognized as outstanding leaders and pioneers 
in good city management. In our Police Department, our solution of 
crime is above the national average; and we have received national 
recognition for the statistical methods which are used. 

In our Fire Department, the loss per capita is 20 percent under the 
national average. Our Veterans Service is not only the best but it is 
the cheapest in the country. No word of criticism has ever been made 
in press or radio concerning this office. 

Our Department of Corrections is a recognized leader. It has been 
used as a model, at least in part, by the State of Michigan, the city of 
Philadelphia, by the Territory of Hawaii, and by at least four foreign 
countries. Our highway department has received national awards 
for structures which we have built. 
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Under Public Health, we were the first to coordinate public health 
and medical care. We are the first city in the land to introduce bac- 
teriological examination of restaurants. We were the first city in the 
land to establish a rehabilitation hospital for tubercular patients. 

We are also leaders in the field of stream pollution control. In the 
field of sanitation the head of our Sanitation Department received a 
national award just a few months ago for his excellent work, includ- 
ing the design of a transfer station which is unique in the country. 

We have a long-range water-supply program which assures the 
citizens of Washington and surrounding territories that they will 
not lack for water, as has been the case in many other cities of the 
country. 

And in the field of traffic safety, it is almost an annual occurrence 
that we receive one of the top three awards. I received word just 
this morning that Washington has again been awarded the No. 1 
spot in its group for traflic safety in the country. 

I submit that such criticism of the commission form of govern- 
ment is unwarranted when these things have occurred under that 
form. 

Senator DworsHax. General, which Commissioner currently has 
supervision over regulating traffic on the District streets ¢ 

General Rosinson. That is the Engineer Commissioner, sir; myself. 

Senator Dworsnak. I would like to make a suggestion, in all sin- 
cerity. A few weeks ago, and during the past few weeks at various 
intervals, there have been receptions held at the White House. Re- 
cently I went down Constitution Avenue, and to avoid the traffic 
rush, I drove over to Pennsylvania Avenue. I do not think it took 
me over 25 minutes to traverse about six city blocks. And I shud- 
dered as I realized what might happen if a fire broke out in that 
downtown business section, with thousands of automobiles bumper 
to bumper, requiring four or five light changes to traverse one block. 
I was wondering whether the police, who have the responsible author- 
ity, realize the jeopardizing of public safety by permitting such a 
situation to develop. 

There were many dozens of police, in fact, trying to regulate traffic, 
but they were doing a very, very poor job. Many of the streets in 
the vicinity of the White House were blocked off, which concentrated 
traffic on the remaining open thoroughfares. And it seemed to me, 
while I have no particular interest except as a resident of the District 
at this time, that someone is remiss in his duties in not seeing that that 
traflic is regulated in a manner that will enable fire trucks, for in- 
stance, to get into the business district. I am sure that you were 
taking a very hazardous risk in jeopardizing the safety of the people of 
the District on such occasions. I certainly hope that something will 
be done to eliminate those hazards. 

General Roprnson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Dworsuak. I would like to have the General’s comment 
on my observation. 

General Roninson. Well, we would be glad to take that under study. 
I did not mean to imply that the Department of Vehicles and Trafic 
had the responsibility for managing traffic, which is under the Police 
Department. 

Senator Dworsmnak. I thought it might be the Police Department. 
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General Roprnson. Also, without knowing the details of this par- 
ticular incident, I do not know whether the Park Police or White 
House Police might also be involved, because part of that territory 
is under them. I would be glad to look into this specific instance. 

Senator Dworsnak. It does not make any difference who specifically 
is responsible, ‘That is precisely the reason—we have divided respon- 
sibility. But that does not eliminate this real hazard to the business 
section of the city. 

General Rosinson. Sut I think it is something that the Board of 
Commissioners should concern itself with. 

Senator DworsHak. Before and not after some holocaust occurs. 

General Roprnson. We accept that responsibility and will certainly 
go into it. 

Senator Dworsnak. I submitted that in a spirit of friendliness, 
because I think it does deserve serious consideration. 

General Roprnson. Yes, sir. It is certainly our responsibility. 

As to the next comment concerning the reports which have been 
made, reference is made to the 1939 Griffenhagen report in which a 
manager form of government was recommended for the District. The 
representative of the Griffenhagen firm who made this report was in 
my office a few months ago in connection with our reorganization plan. 
At that time he stated that the change in the size and complexity of 
the government of the District of Columbia since 1939 had consider- 
ably increased its problems, that his 1939 report concerned legislation 
which also provided for the franchise, that he was not in favor of a 
manager form of government at this time under the Reorganization 
Act, and that he doubted that he was in favor of a manager in any 
city of the present size of Washington. 

(See letter to chairman from Dr. George B. Galloway, p. 97, May 
20 hearing.) 

The Cuarirman. First, may I make this statement. The purpose of 
this staff report is to bring before this committee all the divergent 
views, opinions, and reports which have been made upon this matter. 
It is not intended as a criticism of the Board of Commissioners of the 
District of Columbia or necessarily as a condemnation of the opera- 
tions of the District of Columbia government under their direction. 
But there is controversy, there are honest differences of opinion as 
to which system of municipal government is the best, and the pur- 
pose of this staff report is to point this up. We should be apprised 
of all the facts, for the benefit of all concerned. I think frankly the 
Bureau of the Budget disagrees with you as to the form of government, 
does it not ? 

General Rosrnson. Yes, sir: they disagree violently. 

The Cuatrman. The Congress is here to make a decision. We can 
only make a decision to accept or reject what is proposed. We cannot 
amend this plan to provide for a managerial form of government. 

General Ropryson. I am not criticizing the people who made the 
report, but I would like the opportunity to comment on these state- 
ments, with which I disagree. 

The Cuarrman. Yes. But I did not want you to feel that the pur- 
pose of this report was to try to develop a lot of controversy or criti- 
cism. It was simply to bring the facts before us, and, I might say, 
I take the responsibility for that, because I instructed this staff to 
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bring before us as far as possible a complete analysis, with all per- 
tinent facts, explanations, and criticisms, as to what is proposed by 
other authorities, so that we can weigh all appropriate information 
and give it proper consideration before coming to a final conclusion. 

Go right ahead. 

General Ropinson. Reference is also made to the Auchincloss re- 
port and the mention of abolition of the Board of Commissioners in 
that report. 

I wish only to say in that regard that Congressman Auchincloss 
called me on the phone a few days ago and told me, “I will support 
your plan.” 

(See letter to Chairman from Dr. George B. Galloway, p. 97, May 
20 hearing. ) 

The CuarrmMan. Some of these authorities may have changed their 
minds, as conditions changed, of course. And as you say, some of 
their reports were made 15 or 20 years ago. 

General Rorrnson. As to the next paragraph, which was addressed 
to the alleged defect that a constitutional principle as to separation 
of powers “has been violated, I wish to point out in this connection 
that the District possesses no sovereign or legislative powers, for 
Congress is our city council. The policy-making powers that the 
Commissioners have are purely interpretive and administrative. So 
there already exists a separation of power, as between Congress and 
the Board of Commissioners. If this plan is adopted, it will still 
further permit the Commissioners to delegate their operational 
powers, leaving them still freer on matters of policy which they would 
have to determine. 

The Cuairman. Does this plan confer any legislative powers upon 
the Commission ¢ 

General Ropinson. None at all, sir. So we already have the sepa- 
ration of power that this principle states. 

Senator Case. But, Mr. Chairman, the Commissioners do have con- 
siderable ordinance making powers under delegations already made by 
the Congress. 

. General Rosrnson. Which we already have, yes, sir. 

The Cuatrman. What I meant was that this plan does not increase 
those. 

Senator Case. It does not increase them. 

General Rosrnson. That was my understanding of the question. 

I think that also answers the next paragraph. 

Inasmuch as reference here is made to the Bureau of the Budget 
plan, Mr. Chairman, I have here in my hand, but which has not been 
furnished your Soe a memorandum to the President under 
date of April 7,.1952, subject “District of Columbia reorganization 
plan.” which was submitted by the Board of Commissioners to the 
President, which analyzes the two plans from the standpoint of the 
Board of Commissioners, and I feel it might be in order to introduce 
this also into the record. 

The Cuarrman. That may be filed. I should like to examine it be- 
fore ordering it printed. The other plan is actually not before us. 

General Ropinson. I raise this point only because it was mentioned 
in the staff report, which has been entered into the record. It is 16 
pages long, with a chart and a list, double spaced. 
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The Cuairman. Does that have the other plan in it, or a chart 
of it? 

General Rozsrnson. It has a description of it. It does not have the 
Budget Bureau’s chart with it. 

The Cuairman. File it with the clerk. We will consider placing 
it in the record. I will not order it done at this time. I am trying 
to avoid unduly encumbering the record. We do not like to incur 
extravagant expenses in printing. 

General Ropinson. This is, however, important to get the full legis- 
lative history, and I feel that in this memorandum is the complete 
answer to most and possibly all of the questions raised in the staff 
memorandum. 

The Cuairman. We will consider placing it in the record. 

do not have any particular objection, but I dislike to encumber 
the record. 

(See summary of memorandum subsequently presented by Gen. 
Robinson, p. 68, May 20 hearing.) 

General Ropinson. That concludes my testimony, sir. 

The CHarkMan. Senator Dworshak, any questions / 

Senator Dworsyuak. No questions. 

The CHarrMan. Senator Case, would you like to ask any questions ? 

Senator Case. No, thank you, Mr. Chairman. I have interrupted 
sufficiently. 

The CHarrman. | will say this. We have, and I hope it has not 
detracted any from your presentation, General Robinson, asked a 
number of questions. I am not personally familiar with many of 
these things, and if I wait until you conclude, | overlook clarifying 
some things I would like to have clarified. 

I have no further questions. It may be, however, General, that at 
some time during the hearing we would like to have you return and 
comment on some testimony that has been developed on some other 
issues or problems that arise in our own minds. 

General Ropinson. I shall be very happy to, sir. In fact, I should 
like to attend all the hearings on this, if I may. 

The Cuairman. We will be glad to have you attend the hearings. 
And I may say this to you; if you attend the hearings, and any testi- 
mony is developed that you think you would like to answer, we will 
try to accommodate you. It is the purpose of this committee to hold 
impartial hearings and develop as fully as we can all aspects that are 
involved, so that we might make a wise and just decision. 

We appreciate vour help. We appreciate very much the fact that 
you and Commissioner Donohue have presented this matter as fully as 
you have. 

The Chair announced yesterday that following hearings today—and 
I believe this concludes all witnesses we were to hear tod: ay—we would 
continue hearings next Tuesday. Now, there have been some 15 other 
witnesses who have expressed a desire to be heard. I do not know 
that we are going to have time to hear everyone who wants to be heard, 
but we certainly want to hear the representatives of organizations 
that are a vital part of the community. I do not know whether these 
witnesses who have submitted their requests are pro or opposed to the 
plan, but we are going to try to hear them. And in the interest of 
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expediting it, we are going to ask whether the witnesses will make 
their presentations just as brief as possible to cover the pertinent 
points that they wish to have considered. 

I should like, under the rules—we do not always enforce them—to 
have the witnesses who intend to deliver written statements—to con- 
form to the rules and submit them in advance of their appearance. 
If they submit them by Monday, that will be in sufficient time, and 
the committee will be grateful. 

General Rosrnson. Mr. Chairman, on the record, may I make re- 
quest for permission to amend my remarks from the daft ¢ 

The Cuarrman. Oh, yes. You may edit your remarks. 

The committee is in recess. 

(Whereupon, at 12:20 p. m., Thursday, May 15, 1952, the hearing 
was recessed until Tuesday, May 20, 1952.) 
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TUESDAY, MAY 20, 1952 


Unitep States SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS, 
Washington, D.C. 

The committee met at 10 a. m., pursuant to reeess, in room 357, 
Senate Office Building, Senator John L. McClellan (chairman) 
presiding. 

Present: Senators McClellan, Hoey, Schoeppel, and Dworshak. 

Also present: Senator Case; Walter L. Reynolds, chief clerk; Ann 
M. Grickis, assistant chief clerk; and Miles Scull, Jr., professional 
staff member. 

The CHarrMAN. The committee will come to order. 

We are continuing the hearing this morning on Reorganization Plan 
No. 5 of 1952. 

Senator Case, you are the first witness this morning. Do you havea 
prepared statement ? 


STATEMENT OF HON. FRANCIS CASE, A UNITED STATES SENATOR 
FROM THE STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA 


Senator Case. I do, Mr. Chairman, but only part of it is mimeo- 
graphed. I have the introductory part here. 

Mr. Chairman, I appear here this morning in an individual capacity 
as a Member of the Senate. 

It is true that I am the ranking minority member of the Senate 
Committee on the District of Columbia and a member of its Sub- 
committee on Home Rule and Reorganization. In that capacity I 
had the opportunity of sitting in on the hearings which the com- 
mittee conducted last year on various local governmental proposals 
and had charge of the floor presentation of the committee-reported 
bill on home rule at the opening of this session of Congress. I mention 
that merely to show my interest in the subject, but not in any sense to 
make it appear that 1 am presenting any views this morning other 
than my own. 

Mr. Chairman, choice of government is second only to exercise of 
the right of self-government. Reorganization of government should 
be as close as possible to the people governed. Change in government 
is of the essence of government. If any principle seems basic in our 
American system it is that the people g governed should have a voice in 
their government, and by that token, a voice in the form of their 
government, its reorganization, and any major changes therein. 

As is well known, I have been trying to give the people of Washing- 
ton an effective voice in their local government. I have tried to pre- 
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serve for them the right to reorganize their local government. We 
dropped the prefabricated reorganization of the original Taft- 
Kefauver home rule bill from the Case-Neely-Kefauver bill which 
passed the Senate early at this session of Congress, but that bill has not 
become law. We dropped the reorganization feature from that bill, 
Mr. Chairman, because we felt that if the people of the city of Wash- 
ington were given a chance to express themselves in their government, 
reorganization was so much of the essence of government that they 
themselves should have a voice in whatever reorganization took place. 

The need for reorganization of the government of the District of 
Columbia is clear to anyone who has given any attention whatsoever 
to the sprawling, Topsy-grown machinery the city now has. The pro- 
posal before us, Reorganization Plan No. 5, offers a real opportunity 
to effect a reorganization of this city’s government in the interests of 
efficiency and economy and, by the promise of consultation with a local 
ady isory council, opens the door to some expression of the needs and 
wishes of the people governed. 

Therefore I favor Reorganization Plan No. 5, to authorize the re- 
organization of the government of the District of Columbia under the 
charter therein provided. 

And it might be said, Mr. Chairman, that essentially the plan is 
merely a charter for reorganization, rather than a specific reorgan- 
IZation. 

The Crarman, It has been my observation that it is actually no 
plan for reorganization at all. It is a delegation of authority to the 
Commissioners to reorganize the government. That is all the plan 
amounts to, as I see it. 

Senator Case. I think the chairman is essentially correct. 

My interest in better government, in more self-government for the 
Nation’s Capital City, runs back many years. I recall the days when I 
was a member of the Appropriations ‘Subcommittee for the District 
of Columbia in the House of Representatives, 14 years ago. I recall 
that in those days, it was popularly said one man was the government 
of the District, a popular, benevolent, energetic gentleman known as 
Major Donovan. I recall the so-called Griffenhagen report, one of 
the many proposals for a streamlined reorganization by experts. I 
recall the more recent proposals of the study by Dr. Galloway. I re- 

call the plan put forward by District Budget Officer Walter Fowler. 
And there have been many others. I do not propose to discuss their 
merits or demerits—but I do suggest that all of these efforts point up 
one thing—a general recognition of the need for reorganization. 

My interest in meeting this need has been expressed in many ways, 
especially after I was assigned to the position on the Senate Committee 
on the District of Columbia last vear, 

When the Engineer Commissioner, General Young, was about to 
resign, he made a very definite statement in favor of reorganization. 
He said he thought that the District government was as ¢ lean as you 
could find anywhere, but it was a hodgepodge of disorganization. He 
was reported in the Washington Star of May 27, 1951, as saying that 
efficiency might be increased 25 percent by consolidating the 70 depart- 
ments, agencies, and boards into a dozen or so major departments. 
And he repeatedly called for reorganization of departments within 
the existing framework. 
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On the 18th of June 1951 I addressed a memorandum to my fellow 
members of the Senate District Committee, in which I said, “When 
former Engineer Commissioner Gordon Young recently retired he 
made the statement that reorganization of the District government 
would improve its efficiency as much as 25 percent.” 

I called attention to the fact that at the time the Appropriations 
Committees of the House and Senate were having all they could do 
to write a balanced District budget for the coming year. 

The memorandum further said that on August 2, 1949, the District 
Commissioners had asked for a program to improve the efficiency of 
the District government, and on March 26, 1951, Budget Officer Wal- 
ter Fowler submitted a plan, a copy of which is attached, but as of 
June 18, 1951, no action had been taken on it. This resolution, which 
I presented with the memorandum, asked the Commissioners to con- 
sider the Fowler plan in relation to reorganization provisions of the 
Taft-Kefauver bill. Many provisions were similar. My suggestion 
was that we start the job by going ahead with those items on which 
there was agreement, leaving the controversial issues aside, and seek- 
ing to get the 25-percent increase in efficiency and the resulting 
economies. 

So I presented to the committee at that time a resolution, and with 
the permission of the chairman, I would like to incorporate that reso- 
lution in the record. 

The CHairMAN. It may be printed in the record. 

(The resolution referred to follows :) 


A RESOLUTION OFFERED BY SENATOR CASE 


Whereas Mr. Walter Fowler, Budget Officer of the District of Columbia, 
on March 26, 1951, pursuant to a request by the Commissioners of the District 
of Columbia of August 2, 1949, submitted to the Commissioners a Report on 
Reorganization and Management Improvement for the District Government; and 

Whereas this committee has had under consideration S. 656 which, in part, 
proposes a reorganization similar in certain respects and aims to the Fowler 
proposals ; and 

Whereas from time to time various District officials, including former Engi- 
neer Commissioner Gen. Gordon Young, and civil groups have recognized the 
need for reorganization in the interest of efficiency and economy; and 

Whereas the President of the United States by Executive order nearly 2 
years ago directed all Federal agencies to organize their activities in the interest 
of efficiency and economy ; and 

Whereas the District Commissioners have not yet acted upon the Budget 
Officer’s recommendations ; and 

Whereas this committee is desirous of promoting and encouraging economy 
and efficiency in the District government ; it is therefore 

Requested by the Senate Committee on the District of Columbia, That the 
Commissioners do forthwith consider the Budget Officer’s report and the reor- 
ganization provisions of S. 656 and report their recommendations to this com- 
mittee, together with a statement as to which of their recommendations may be 
implemented by their own order ; and 

Whereupon, it is the intention of this committee to review such report and, 
upon concurrence with the Commissioners, to urge that those steps which may 
be taken by the Commissioners in the interest of greater efficiency and economy 
in the District government, be taken, with all the dispatch consistent with reason- 
able continuity of service and administration: and it is further 

Requested by this committee, That the Commissioners do prepare and submit 
proposed legislation to implement any further reorganization of the District 
government, clearly beyond the powers of the Commissioners, which the Com- 
missioners, as a result of their study, may deem advisable in the interest of 
economy and efficiency. 


99821—52——5 
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Senator Casr. The committee, for various reasons, did not see fit to 
act upon the resolution at that time, and so therefore on the 25th of 
June I addressed a letter to the Board of Commissioners of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, reciting this statement by General Young, the sub- 
mission of the plan by Mr. Fowler, and then I said: 


I would appreciate knowing what consideration the Commissioners are giv- 
ing, if any, to the Fowler proposals or any others aimed at improving the efficiency 
of the District government. It seems obvious to me that this subject should be 
given early and serious consideration. 


Under date of July 3, 1951, last year, I had this reply from Mr. John 
Russel Young, President of the Board of Commissioners. After ac- 
knowledging the letter, which he said came during his absence because 
of illness, he said: 


I can assure you that Mr. Walter Fowler's plan for reorganization and mon- 
agement improvement for the District government deserves close study by the 
Commissioners. And I can explain the reason why no action has been taken 
is because my two associates on the Board have been Commissioners only a very 
short time. I am sure, though, when my two associates have become more 
familiar with the District government and the peculiar ramifications of its rather 
unusual set-up they will join me in taking action on Mr. Fowler's proposal. 

Thanking you for this interest, and for the interest you have always shown in 
the District, I remain 

Yours sincerely, 
JOHN RUSSELL YOUNG, 
President, Board of Commissioners, District of Columbia. 


Hearing nothing more on that, 3 months from the date of my first 
letter to the Commissioners, on September 25, 1951, I again addressed 
the Board through Mr. Young as President. I called attention to the 
prior correspondence and then said : 


Yesterday the District government announced record high budget requests by 
department heads totaling $164,731,550, which will be nearer $170 million when 
pending pay raises take effect. It seems probable, in view of the great difficulty 
in achieving a balanced budget for fiscal 1952, that the District will be hard- 
pressed for revenues to meet the anticipated higher expenditures in fiscal 1953. 
The schools and welfare institutions are badly in need of capital improvements, 
as you know, which cannot possible be provided while operating outlays continue 
to rise and to eat up a large share of the revenues. 

Thus it seems more necessary than ever that the Commissioners delay no 
longer in addressing themselves to reorganization of the District government in 
the interest of efficiency and economy and in harmony with the Executive order 
of the President of the United States of more than 2 years ago. 

Under date of September 28, I had a further reply from President 
Young, which said in part: 


As stated by me in my former letter to you on this subject, the two new 
Commissioners have wanted sufficient time to give serious thought and study to 
this very important subject. I agree with their viewpoint. I agree also that the 
matter of deciding on reorganizing the local government should be reached only 
after a very serious and intelligent study has been made. 

In this connection I might say that within the next few weeks the Com- 
missioners will enter upon the consideration of the departmental budge:s. This 
will furnish a splendid opportunity for the two new Commissioners not only 
to familiarize themselves more thoroughly with the details of their own depart- 
ments, but with all the various departments and agencies of the local government. 
They will then have a better picture of the local set-up and of the administrative 
problems, as well as the plans and projects for future improvement. 

I regret our delay in reporting on Budget Officer Fowler’s plan has seemed 
unnecessarily long. I think, however, that you will agree with me that because 
of the short length of time the two new Commissioners have served, it has been 
best for us not to reach hasty conclusions in such a matter as effective changes 
in our District government set-up. 
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The Commissioners are grateful to you for your interest in our city, and I 
assure you that there will not be any unnecessary delay in reaching our con- 
clusions in the matter of the proposed plan for reorganization. 

That was September 28, 1951. 

From this sequence of letters and other items that I have mentioned, 
the committee will understand why I feel a special interest in the mat- 
ter before you. 

I did not, of course, participate in the preparation of the plan, and 
I am not prepared to defend in detail, for example, the exclusion of 
23 District agencies from it, nor do I defend the failure of the plan 
to include an administrative officer to relieve the Commissioners of an 
impossible burden of detail, a feature of the Fowler plan, or the failure 
of the plan to require true joint action by the Commissioners on all 
policy matters. These omissions have been criticized, and there is 
some merit in the criticism. 

The CHairman. Senator, under the plan, if this plan goes into 
effect, could the Commissioners, in the reorganization, create a man- 
agement office and name an individual to that post ¢ 

Senator Case. I think that they could create an administrative 
officer under the authority given them to establish offices and agencies, 
and with the powers given to them. 

I doubt, however, that it would go to the extent of a city manager, 
as such. 

The Cuamman. Well, they can delegate their own powers to him 
under this plan. 

Senator Case. They might. Personally, I hope that they do not 
go to the complete manager plan, Mr. Chairman, for reasons which I 
will state a little later. 

In Washington the Commissioners are called upon to represent the 
city at more public gatherings than the commissioners would be 
obliged to attend in almost any other city. They have the committees 
of both Houses of ¢ ‘ongress to meet with. 

Therefore, it seems to me that for the sake of continuity and effi- 
ciency in detail, they could well use an administrative officer. 

Sut, while we cannot amend this plan, under the law which governs 
the presentation and consideration by Congress of reorganization 
plans, Congress can continue to pass laws for the District and, if seri 
ous defects should show up as this plan is put into effect, they can be 
remedied by specific legislation. 

To reject the plan for something it does might make sense, but to 
reject it for things it does not do would be to pass up.an opportunity 
to get some badly needed reorganization under way. 

It seems to me that the plan does open the way and make possible 
some badly needed reorganization. So for what it does do rather 
than for its omissions, I think the plan should be approved or per- 
mitted to go into operation. 

The plan has been criticized because it is a “blank check” plan. 
That is, it transfers authority over some 95 boards, departments, com- 
missions, and offices en bloc to the Commissioners and gives them a 
free hand in reassigning those powers to a smaller number of con- 
solidated agencies. 

If we had an elected city council here, the council probably would 
want to do that kind of job itself, step by step. Congress is the council, 
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however, and Congress, I am certain, has neither the time nor the 
inclination to supervise a detailed office-by-office reorganization. 

Of course, we could pass a detailed reorganization bill, the kind of 
legislation that has been a part of some previous home-rule measures. 
But I doubt that we are close enough to the daily functioning of this 
local government and its people to do as good a job as the Commis- 
s1loners Can. 

We would be lucky to get such a bill through once. Mistakes might 
prove hard to rectify. Besides, we have ample safeguards. 

In the first place, the Commissioners have been on record for several 
months as to how they plan to use this admittedly broad power. 

There has been public discussion and modification of plans already. 
There can be more, as experience indicates the need. 

Secondly, the District committees doubtless will keep tab on how the 
reorganization is progressing, and there will be ample opportunity 
for suggestions, directives, or even legislation should the need arise. 

Congress retains the legislative and much of the ordinance-making 
power for the District, and also controls the purse strings. 

In that connection, there might be repeated what I think I brought 
out during the hearing a week ago, Mr. Chairman, and that is that the 
appropriation bills automatically provide for a review of the entire 
functioning of the District of Columbia government. If, in any 
respect, the Commissioners propose to operate through a board « 
through an office or through an agency in some way which Cakes 
finds unusual or impractical, that should show up when the Ap- 
propriations Subcommittees for the District of Columbia in both the 
House and the Senate review the appropriation request for this 
particular office or agency or board. And that does give a direct 
check, and an effective check, certainly, if used. If the check is not 
used, then that would be our fault. 

Senator DworsuaKk. Senator Case, that may be true in the House 
Appropriations Committee, but it has been my experience as a member 
of the Senate subcommittee, and you will recall that I served as chair- 
man of the District of Columbia Subcommittee in the Eighty-first 
Congress, that very little time is given to a detailed consideration of 
the budget items by the Senate committee. And I doubt whether 
very much checking will result from that procedure. 

Senator Casr. The Senator is pointing up what I just said, that if 
we fail it will be our fault. 

But we certainly have the power and the opportunity. In my ex- 
perience on the-District of Columbia Subcommittee on Appropriations 
of the House of Representatives during 3 years, and during 2 of which 
years it was under the chairmanship of Ross Collins, and I think the 
other time under Karl Stefan, it is my recollection that the District 
activities got a pretty thorough going over, and the printed hearings 
of the committee were close to an inch thick. 

The Cuatrman. Of course, it is possible that some member of the 
committee staff might be assigned to thorough consideration of the 
District budget, but I question whether members of the Senate Ap- 
propriations Committee have the time, even though they have the 
inclination, to go into it to that extent. 

Senator Case. In any event, we do have the opportunity. And of 
course there are the 11 committees and their subcommittees, which also 
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can at any time review any part of the functioning of the District 
of Columbia Government. 

There are some who are critical of the plan, Mr. Chairman, because 
they favor a council-manager plan, such as the Budget Bureau pro- 
posed to the President, and as was provided in some of the earlier 
home-rule bills. 

The Commission form has its defects, but many of the defects of 
the Commission form are present in the council-manager system, too, 
although perhaps not to as great a degree. The trouble with the Com- 
mission form is well stated in your committee staff memorandum dated 
May 10, on page 2, where the staff observes: 

Aside from the splintering of the District government into three divisions 
under as many commissioners, as has been the tendeney in the past, the fusion of 
executive authority, ordinance-making powers and administrative responsibility 
in an appointed three-member board violates not only the constitutional princi- 
ple of separation of powers, but also generally accepted principles of good gov- 
ernment organization, management, and practices. 

It seems to me that the council-manager plan would be subject to 
some of the same weaknesses, although under some circumstances they 
could be avoided. 

However, we do not have the opportunity here really to consider 
the council-manager plan, and perhaps discussion on that phase is 
more or less moot. 

The council- manager system where it exists depends in very large 
degree upon the qualifications and personality of the manager, upon 
his ability to keep his employer, the council, out of his administrative 
sphere. In some communities where I have seen the manager plan in 
operation, a very good manager in a small community has been able 
to get himself sufticiently acquainted with the people of the com- 
munity and its boards and activities so that things work out pretty 
well. But in a metropolis the side of the District, his chances of doing 
this would be quite small. He would have too much work to do. 
And if he were under the added handicap of being merely appointed 
by a council, which itself is appointed, not elected, he would hardly 
be an independent administrator, and he would be even further re- 
moved from the people. 

So far as I know, no other city the size of Washington has either 
the commission or the council-manager plan. Of the 2,318 cities in the 
United States of over 5,000 population in 1950, only 14.5 percent had 
the commission system, 25.6 percent the council-manager form, while 
59.9 percent, practically 60 percent, of the cities of 5,000 population 
and over had the mayor-council form. 

A city this size, with many minority groups whose interests need the 
greatest protection Democratic majority rule government can pro- 
vide, is best governed, I believe, by the traditional mayor-council me 
Only under “this form do you get a true separation of powers, real 
checks and balances, a clearly delineated and workable set of salads 
sibilities for policymakers and administrator. That is why the home- 
rule bill which I introduced last year in cooperation with some 25 
other Senators, and which passed the Senate early this year, provides 
for the mayor-council form. 

Now, I understand it is beyond the powers of the President under 
the Reorganization Act to create an elected local government here. 
He perhaps could have set up an appointed-council, appointed-mayor 
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Our problem is to choose that form which gives good men the most 
opportunity and bad men the greatest amount of hindrance. 

Second, I would like to commend the present Commissioners for 
their efforts in attempting to make the form of Government that 
is presently in vogue in the District, work. 

I think yesterday’s town meeting was a splendid move, and that the 
regular TV program entitled “The Commissioners’ Report,” is an 
excellent idea. 

In the light of the two foregoing statements, I would like to say 
that I favor home rule. I believe that this great Nation, which is the 
world’s primary exponent of democracy, should not be afraid of de- 
mocracy at its very heart. 

I have reviewed Reorganization Plan No. 5. and the Budget Bureau’s 
plan as well. I favor the Budget Bureau’s plan, because it is the 
standard approach to businesslike city government through the ap- 
pointment of a city manager by an elected body. In this case, the body 
that would do the appointing would not be elected but if the Budeet 
Bureau's Pp an had been adopted, t that body could still have selected 
a manager. Now, however since Reorganization Plan No. 5 has been 
presen ited, and is th ierefore more sus ceptib le of adoption, and since it is 
a great improvement over the disorganized arrangement we have 
presently, with our 80 disorganized agencies under the Commissioners, 
I believe it should be accepted, but I do not believe that it would be 
nearly as effective as the Budget Bureau’s council-manager plan. Of 
course both of them fall far short, in my opin ion, of an effective type 
of elective council which, under home rule would elect its own C Ity 
Manager. 

The CHatrmMan. Senator Dworshak, any questions $ 

Senator DworsHak. No questions. 

The Cnatrman. Thank you very much, Congressman. 

Representative Srrrter. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The CuarrMan. General Robinson, you had some supplemental 
testimony you wanted to give. 


FURTHER STATEMENT OF BRIG. GEN. BERNARD L. ROBINSON, 
ENGINEER COMMISSIONER, GOVERNMENT OF THE DISTRICT OF 
COLUMBIA 


General Roptnson. Briefly, sir, if I may. 

The Crarmman. All right. We will hear you next. 

General Roprnson. Mr. Chairman, in view of certain questions 
raised and requests made by the committee, and by Senator Case at 
last Thursday's hearing, I would like to offer for the committee’s con- 
sideration four documents with a request that they be entered into 
the record. 

The first is a resolution, as suggested by this committee (see 
p. 68) which presents the interpretation of the Commissioners con- 
cerning section 3 of Reorganization Plan No. 5. This resolution 
was formally adopted by the Board of Commissioners of the District 
of Columbia on May 19, 1952. It reads as follows: 


Resolved, That the Board of Commissioners of the District of Columbia con- 
) 


strues section 3 of the Reorganization Plan No. 5 of 1952 as applying only to 
functions in existence at the time the plan goes into effect, and 
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form, patterned after the home rule bill which passed the Senate. 
If he had, 1 would have supported that, too. 

The Commissioners, I think, have made an admirable suggestion, 
saving that they will set up an advisory council. And as I expressed 
at the heat ne last week, I would hope that this advisory council 
would be encouraged to bring its own ideas before the Commission. 

So I believe this plan Is compatible with and indeed will contribute 
to the success of and acceptance of a plan to give the people of the 
District a larger voice in their vovernment. 

This pla Isa step in the right direction. It will not let the District 
Il bonds. as I think the District should be able to do and as all other 
ities can, to finance badly needed capital improvements for institu- 
tions and se hools. 


It will give the people a more formal advisory voice in their local 


Cl 


vovernment, but it gives them no vote. They will stil] be taxed 
without representation, It will leave us with a more streamlined 
set of agencies and departments, but the Board of Commissioners will 


relnain a shapeless conglomerate possessing some ordinance making, 
SOLD leg) lative, Ole administrative powel over some agencies. 
And it will leave in Congress responsibilities for which we are mostly 
hot prepared and certan ly not eager, 


So if we let plan No. 5 stand, we cannot Say that we will have done 
i perfect th ne, but we will hea ’ done something, Mr. Chairman. 


And we cal hope that as the plan Is put into operation the Congress 
will meet its responsibility if further legislation is needed. 

So lL urge the committee that we take this one step that we can take. 
It presents to the Commiussione} a tremendous challenge. Wisely 


used, the powers thes will receive can mean ereatel economies and 
better service fol the people of the District. | favo) Reorganization 
Plan No. 5 and respectfully urge this committee to follow the pro- 
cedure which will permit It to go Into Operation, 

The Cuamman. Thank you very much, Senator Case. 

Senator Case. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuamman. Congressman Sittler?’ Do you have a prepared 


statement, Congressman ¢ 


STATEMENT OF HON. EDWARD L. SITTLER, JR., A REPRESENTA- 
TIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF PENNSYLVANIA 


Representative Srrrter. No, sir, I do not. I will comment very 
briefly. 

Phe Cuamman. All right. Proceed. 

Representative Srrrter. Mr. Chairman, T am Congressman E. L. 
Sittler, Jr., representing Pennsylvania’s Twenty-third District. 

My background of experience is that for 3 years I was mayor of the 
city of Uniontown, a community of about 20,000 people. I am now a 
member of the District Committee of the House of Representatives, 

[ appear in support of Reorganization Plan No. 5. To begin 
with. [ would like to make two broad general statements: first, that 
whereas there are very few forms of municipal government that 
good men cannot make work to the benefit of all, there is no form of 
municipal government that bad men cannot corrupt and use to the 
detriment of the majority. 
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Our problem is to choose that form which gives good men the most 
opportunity and bad men the greatest amount of hindrance. 

Second, I would like to commend the present Commissioners for 
their efforts in attempting to make the form of Government that 
is presently in vogue in the District, work. 

I think yesterday's town meeting was a splendid move, and that the 
regular TV program entitled “The Commissioners’ Report,” is an 
excellent idea. 

In the light of the two foregoing statements. I would like to say 
that I favor home rule. J beheve that this oreat Nation, which is the 
world’s primary exponent of democracy, should not be afraid of de- 
mocracy at its very heart. 

I have reviewed Reorganization Plan No. 5,and the Budget Bureau’s 
plan as well. I favor the Budget Bureau’s plan, because it is the 
standard approach to businesslike city government through the ap- 
pointment of a city manager by an elected body. In this case, the body 
that would do the appointing would not be elected but if the Budget 
Bureau's plan had been adopted, that body could still have selected 
a manager. Now, however since Reorganization Plan No. 5 has been 
presen ited, and is therefore more susce ptib le of adoption, and since it 1s 
a great improvement over the disorganized arrangement we have 
presently, with our 80 disorganized agencies under the Commissioners, 
I believe it should be accepted, but I do not believe that it would be 
nearly as effective as the Budget Bureau’s council-manager plan. Of 
course both of them fall far short, in my opinion, of an effective type 
of elective council which, under home rule would elect its own C ity 
Manager. 

The CHatrMan. Senator Dworshak, any questions 4 

Senator DworsHak. No questions. 

The Cuatrman. Thank you very much, ws ngressman 

Representative Srrrter. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuamman. General Robinson, you a some supplemental 
testimony you wanted to give. 


FURTHER STATEMENT OF BRIG. GEN. BERNARD L. ROBINSON, 
ENGINEER COMMISSIONER, GOVERNMENT OF THE DISTRICT OF 
COLUMBIA 


General Rosrnson. Briefly, sir, if I may. 

The Carman, All right. We will hear you next. 

General Ropinson. Mr. Chairman, in view of certain questions 
raised and requests made by the committee, and by Senator Case at 
last T hursday’ s hearing, I would like to offer for the committee’s con- 
sideration four documents with a request that they be entered into 
" record. 

. The first is a resolution, as suggested by this committee (see 
p- és) which presents the interpretation of the Commissioners con- 
cerning section 3 of Reorganization Plan No. 5. This resolution 
was formally adopted by ben Board of Commissioners of the District 
of Columbia on May 19, 1952. It reads as follows: 


Resolved, That the Board of Commissioners of the District of Columbia con- 
> 


strues section 3 of the Reorganization Plan No. 5 of 1952 as applying only to 
functions in existence at the time the plan goes into effect, and 








68 REORGANIZATION PLAN NO. 5 OF 1952 


That if thereafter any functions are vested by act of Congress in the Board 
of Commissioners or any member thereof, or in any other officer, employee, or 
agency of the Government of the District of Columbia, such functions must be 
exercised and performed in accordance with such act. 

I request that that be entered in the record. 

The CuarrMan. Yes; that will be entered in the record. 

General Roprnson. 2. The second is a resolution, as suggested by 
this committee (see p. 45), relative to making a progress report on 
reorganization to the Congress. This resolution was formally adopted 
by the Board of Commissioners on May 19, 1952. It reads as follows: 

Resolved, That the Board of Commissioners of the District of Columbia will 
submit progress reports to the Congress of the United States on the reorganiza- 
tion of the government of the District of Columbia accomplished pursuant to 
the provisions of Reorganization Plan No. 5 of 1952, and such reports will be 
transmitted to the Senate and House of Representatives as a part of the annual 
report of the transactions of the government of the District of Columbia, required 
by law, commencing with the report for fiscal year 1953. 

I request that that also be made a part of the record. 

The Cuamman. You are reading it into the record. You will just 
get 1t in twice. 

General Ropinson. Well, once is enough. 

3. The third is a clarification and extension of my previous testi- 
mony. This incorporates the more pertinent points made in the memo- 
randum of the Board of Commisioners to the President of April 7, 
1952, previously discussed (see p. 57), and is submitted for the record 
in lieu thereof. It consists of 7 pages instead of the 16 pages and 
2 enclosures previously submitted to you. 

The CuarrMan. You want to substitute that ? 

General Roprinson. Yes, sir. 

I withdraw my previous request. 

The Cuarrman. All right. 

This may be substituted for the other. This can be printed in the 
permanent record, and the other deleted therefrom. 

(The material referred to follows :) 


DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA REORGANIZATION PLAN 


On November 1, 1951, the Director of the Budget requested the Board of 
Commissioners to review the organization and activities of the District govern- 
ment to determine what actions might be taken under the Reorganization Act 
of 1949 to improve the organization and administration, and to report the reor- 
ganization proposals deemed desirable 

A reorganization plan for the District has been in preparation since August 
of 1949, based on lengthy studies of the District government and other municipal 
organizations and research on municipal management, and was substantially 
complete at the time of the Budget Bureau's request. Accordingly, this plan 
was finalized and adopted by the Board of Commissioners. It represents major 
improvements in the present commission form of government. The council- 
mayor and council-manager forms were studied at length, but were rejected as 
undesirable under the present conditions. 


CASE FOR THE COMMISSION FORM 


Many arguments have been advanced in favor of the commission form of 
government for the District. The more important of these may be summarized 
as follow i. 

1. The commission form is best adapted to the special circumstances prevail- 
ing in Washington.—The District government faces difficulties not found in other 
municipalities or organizations, because of its lack of suffrage, its status at the 
Nation’s Capital, the exclusive legislative authority of Congress, and the special 
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relationship between the District and Federal Governments. The Constitution 
and subsequent legislation vest in the United States the powers of government 
which for a municipality elsewhere are divided among the United States, the 
State, the county, the municipality, and various other civil divisions. Thus 
Congress, in effect, is the State legislature and the city council. Congress treats 
the District as a municipal corporation in some respects, but as an adminis- 
trative department of the Feceral Government in others. Meanwhile, the 
District government must perform the administrative and executive functions 
of a State, county, and municipal government; and, at the same time, must 
provide for a unity of purpose in the development and preservation of the Nation’s 
Capital with a proper and effective balance of local and Federal interests. The 
commission form of government is peculiarly fitted for such a complex respon- 
sibility. 

2. The commission form has worked well in the District—It was established 
because of difficulties arising under the mayor-council and territorial forms of 
governments previously in being. It has operated successfully and effectively 
for 78 vears, despite numerous handicaps. The general level of efficiency has 
been high. The District enjoys a reputation for good and honest government, 
has been relatively free of scandal and corruption in comparison with other 
large cities, and is a nationally recognized progressive leader in many fields of 
municipal activity. 

3. The Board of Commissioners has been of high caliber—The members have 
had high standing in the community and have served it well. They have enjoyed 
the respect and confidence of the citizens. Comparison with the average of city 
council members in large cities would be favorable to the Commissioners. The 
presidential power of appointment can continue to insure that they are of high 
caliber. 

4. The assignment as Engineer Commissioner of a senior officer from the Corps 
of Engineers has been of great value.—It recognizes Washington's unique status 
and the importance of the municipal-Federal relationship, and gives the District 
an advantage not found in other cities. It insures that the third member of the 
Board of Commissioners is a well-trained engineer, of high integrity, with broad 
administrative experience, who can effectively supplement the experience of the 
other two Commissioners, head the public-works activities, and present an 
unbiased viewpoint on the Public Utilities Commission, the Zoning Commission, 
and the National Capital Park and Planning Commission. In addition, the 
availability of officers from the Corps of Engineers as Assistant Engineer Com- 
missioners assures proper coordination and balance at both the planning and 
operational level between Federal and municipal activities, and continuity in 
the development and execution of the vital public-works program of the District. 

5. Most of the objections applied to the commission form of government, as 
practiced elsewhere, do not apply to the District; or apply only to a very limited 
degree.—There is adequate concentration of responsibility. Since the Commis- 
sioners are appointed and need not run for election, there is no incentive for 
buck passing, factionalism, and rivalry for votes between them. Judicious use 
of the appointive system in effect can prevent government by amateurs, and can 
insure that Commissioners are selected because of ability and are well-fitted for 
their posts. Separation of legislative and executive functions largely exists, 
since Congress is in effect the city council. An adequate system of checks 
and balances is provided under the controls exercised by Congress, the Bureau 
of the Budget, and the General Accounting Office. Federal and congressional 
controls of District. expenditures and laws against deficit spending, provide 
adequate controls against uncontrolled spending. In fact, the change to the 
commission form occurred in part because the city was being bankrupted by 
the spending of the preceding government. The civil-service system present 
in the District insures use of the merit system. 


OTHER FORMS OF GOVERNMENT ARE NOT SUITABLE 


In their research the Commissioners studied the relative merits of the com- 
mission, council-mayor, and council-manager forms of government as applied 
to the District. It became quite apparent that neither the council-mayor nor 
the council-manager is suitable under the present circumstances. The major 
factors are the following: 

1. Lack of suffrage makes the council-mayor form, inapplicable.—True suffrage, 
extending to Presidential elections and a voting representative in Congress, can 
only be conferred by constitutional amendment. Home rule with elected officials 
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can only be achieved through legislation. Reorganization under the Reorganiza 
tion Act cannot provide for the selection of officials by popular election ; hence, 
the city heads must continue to be appointed With an appointed mayor, there 


ean be no council-mayor form of government, as the term is generally under 
stood; for it becomes but a variant of the council-manager form. 

2. No city of comparable size has a manager form of government No one 
knows if it will work in a large city Cleveland (905,636) tried it and discarded 
it On the other hund, we know from 7S years of experience that the com 
mission forms works effectively in Washington (797,670) Statistics in the 


So cities of over 250,000 may be summarized as follows: 


Scope and complexity of the District government are much greater than 
relative populations indicate In the usual case, relative populations are an 
ndication of the relative scope of activities and complexity of a city’s govern 
ment Such is not the case for the District It must perform functions which, 
for a municipality elsewhere, are divided among the State, county, city, and 
irious other civil divisions; and at the same time must provide for a unity of 
purpose in the development and preservation of the Nation's capital with a proper 
and effective balance of local and Federal interests. Thus its activities are far 
more complex than those of any other municipality of comparable size. Its scope 
of operations exceeds that of many larger cities and is too great to be handled 
effectively by a manager. Illustrative is a comparison of the District with the 
three largest Manager-type cities, showing how the population, employees, and 
finances of each compare with the District's on a percentage basis 
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These comparisons indicate dramatically the fact that the governmental fune 
tions and responsibilities of the District are tremendously greater. Thus, al 
though the population of these cities is about 55 to 60 percent of the District’s, 
their mur eipal act vities are but 20 to 30 percent 


1 Co ess is the council \ council, as contemplated in the council-mayor 
or council-manager form of government, is unnecessary and undesirable as 
long as Congress continues to perform the functions of a municipal council, mak 
ing legislation and determining policies. Thus, Congress enacts laws which in 
other jurisdictions would be municipal ordinances and police regulations.. There 
is no ind tion that Congress is prepared to change its powers, its thinking, or 


ts practice in this respect Legally the policy-making authority of the Com- 
missioners may be greater than the Board now exercises, but as a_ practical 
matter neither the Board nor a council could exercise greater authority. Thus a 
Board of Commissioners continues as the best solution, operating as both a 
minor legislative and an executive body. Relationships with Congress, both as a 
whole and as 551 individuals, and with the large number of Federal agencies 
concerned with District affairs, can be handled better by three Commissioners 
than by a single executive, because of the time required, the number of contacts 
involved, and the scope and complexities of the subjects, 
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5. Arguments as to the separation of the legislative and executive functions are 
somewhat academic, so long as Congress retains the legislative and budgetary 
authority for the District to the present degree, and considerable executive powers 
are delegated to Federal agencies, In practice the functions of the Board of 
Commissioners are predominantly administrative rather than legislative, and 
are concerned more with the interpretation and enforcement of policy than with 
the development thereof. In addition, judicious use of the powers of delegation, 
as proposed by the Commissioners, can permit further separation of legislative 
and executive functions, to the extent the Commissioners perform these, than 
is possible at present. 

6. The concentration of all administrative authority in a city manager would 
militate against the close cooperation now achieved with Federal agencies. 
To a large extent this cooperation derives from the peculiar position of the 
Engineer Commissioner, including his membership on the National Capital Park 
and Planning Commission and the Zoning Commission, on both of which Federal 
agencies are also represented. The present system, which the Commissioners 
do not propose to change, ensures a close and necessary coordination at the 
planning level: which could scarcely be achieved either by interlocking members 
on the Council proposed by the Bureau of the Budget, or by persons subordinate 
to a manager. 


General Ropirnson. 4. The fourth is a short memorandum of four 
pages to fill several gaps I found in reading over the transcript of my 
testimony. It states why 23 agencies were excluded from the plan; 
why “by the Congress” was omitted from section 3; and what the duties 
of the People’s Counsel are. Also it clarifies my statement as to the 
authority of the Commissioners to create agencies, reorganize and 
delegate powers, 

The CrratrrmMan. That will be inserted. 

(The material referred to is as follows:) 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Reference is made to the query by the chairman (p. 24 of the hearings) as to 
why 23 agencies were excluded from the plan and not integrated. The reasons 
for this vary considerably, and depend on the agency. They are summarized 
briefly below: 

1. Some agencies perform judicial functions, and hence are exempted speci 
fically from such a plan by the provisions of the Reorganization Act. These 
are the Municipal Court for the District of Columbia, Municipal Court of Ap- 
peals, Juvenile Court, Commission on Mental Health, and Office of the Register 
of Wills and Clerk of the Probate Court. 

2. Some agencies perform Federal or National Capital functions as well as 
District functions and thus should not be completely integrated under the Com- 
missioners. These are the Office of the District Engineer, District of Columbia 
National Guard, National Capital Park and Planning Commission, and the 
Oflice of the National Capital Parks. 

3. The Board of Education (and Public Schools), the Board of Library Trustees 
(and Public Libraries), and the Board of Recreation (and Recreation Depart- 
ment) should not be integrated under present circumstances. In any ease, each 
of these is important enough, citizen interest is great enough, and the issues 
are controversial enough that integration, if proposed, should be the subject of 
separate legislation to insure adequate consideration of the problems, and 
should not be attempted under the Reorganization Act. Citizen participation 
in these agencies can be greater if they remain semi-independent as at present, 
since by their nature they are more readily administered by a board than by a 
single director under the Commissioners. The Office of the Supervisor of Penny 
Milk was excluded, since it is under the schools. 

4. With reference to the Public Utilities Commission, the Zoning Advisory 
Council, and the Zoning Commission, it was considered that adequate control 
now exists, since the Commissioners are represented on these agencies and the 
activities of these agencies are such as to make greater control undesirable. 

5. The Armory Board was omitted because one of its three members is ap- 
pointed by Congress, and a second is the commanding general of the National 
Guard. The Recorder of Deeds was not included, because it is the subject of 
legislation currently before the Congress. 
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6. The National Zoological Park was omitted, because it is a national mu- 
seum under the Smithsonian Institution. 

7. The Redevelopment Land Agency was omitted because of its legislative 
background, its status as a public corporation, and its fiscal arrangements with 
the Housing and Home Fnance Agency. The Apprenticeship Council was also 
omitted for fiscal reasons 

8. The Temporary Home for Soldiers and Sailors was omitted because it is a 
private institution, although it is in a Federal building, receives District ap- 
propriations, and is supervised to a limited degree by the Board of Public 
Welfare. 

Reference is made to the question raised by Senator Case (p. 25 of the hear- 
ings) as to why the phrase “by the Congress” was omitted in section 3. The 
omission was intentional, since such a phrase appeared unnecessary. The only 
powers exercised by the District government are those authorized by the Con- 
gress, and under the Reorganization Act no agencies can be authorized to exercise 
any function which is not expressly authorized by law. 

The testimony concerning the powers of the Commissioners (p. 26 of the hear- 
ings) is correct as far as the plan is concerned. However, it is important to 
understand that the Commissioners have many other powers delegated to them 
by Congress which are not specifically referred to in this plan—such as the 
authority to appoint and dismiss employees, make regulations, hear appeals, 
issue and revoke licenses, ete. The Commissioners would lose none of these 
powers, but would have the right under the plan to delegate these subject to 
the limitations stated, and to create agencies to perform these subject to the 
availability of funds. While the plan prescribes no limitation on the number of 
agencies which could be created by the Commissioners, the functions which such 
agencies can perform are those prescribed by law, and thus are limited by con- 
gressional action, and no additional functions can be developed by this reorgani- 
zation plan. 

The testimony concerning the People’s Counsel (p. 34 of the hearings) does 
not adequately answer the chairman’s query as to the duties of this position. 
These duties are (1) represent and appear for the people of the District at 
all hearings of the Public Utilitiés Commission and in all judicial proceedings 
involving the public interest under the Commissioners’ jurisdiction; (2) rep 
resent and appear for petitioners appearing before the Commission on matters 
of rates or charges; and (3) investigate the service given by, the rates charged 
by, and the evaluation of the properties of the public utilities under the Com- 
missioners’ jurisdiction. 

Since the Corporation Counsel of the District is the General Counsel of the 
Commission, and since a primary purpose of the Commission is to insure safe 
and adequate utility service for residents of the District at reasonable and non- 
discriminatory rates, the office of the People’s Counsel appears an unnecessary 
duplication. 

The Cuatrman. At the previous hearing there was some question 
raised as to whether the Advisory Council would be permitted to 
initiate matters for presentation to the Board. 

Have vou covered that point? 

General Roprnson. Yes; and I would like to read that portion, sir. 

The Cuarrman. That is a point that, as I recall, there was some 
question raised about. I do not know that it was seriously challenged, 
but Senator Case, I think, referred to it in his testimony this morning, 
that the Advisory Council should be privileged to initiate recommen- 
dations as well as advice upon matters that the Commissioners refer 
to it. 

General Rortnson. I have that here. That is not in this particular 
enclosure that I have asked to be incorporated i in the record. 

But I would like to read on in my prepared statement. 

Mr. Chairman, I would also like to take this opportunity to make a 
few supplementary remarks concerning the activities of the Citizens’ 
Advisory Counce il. The Board of Commissioners has no desire or 
intent to put blinders, as it were, on this body in order to narrow its 
field of vision. We recognize that its primary purpose must be to 
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study and advise on specific problems referred to it by the Board of 
Commissioners. But we also recognize the importance of permitting 
this Council to submit recommendations on other matters of its own 
choosing, from time totime. It is expected that the Council will work 
closely ‘with the Board, and of course we will give it all necessary 
assistance, including such reasonable technical help, clerical assist- 
ance, records, and other information as are requested concerning any 
matter properly before the Council for consideration inc luding any 
matter initiated by the Council. 

The Board feels, however, that in the interests of good administra- 
tion, the reports and recommendations of the Council, acting as an 
advisory body for the Commissioners, should be furnished only to the 
Board of Commissioners. Thereafter, as the Board may determine, 
such reports or recommendations can be made available to other 
agencies, either within or outside the District government. This re- 
striction on the activities of the Council as an official part of the Dis- 
trict government would not, of course, be a restriction on the inde- 
pendence of action ef any individual serving on the Council. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I believe it might be wise if I could also 
clarify the position and intent of the Board of Commissioners with 
respect to the Board of Tax Appeals and the District Unemployment 
Compensation Board, both of which are included in the list of 95 
age neles to be integrated. 

The Board of Tax Appeals, established by act of Congress of 
en 17, 1937, consists of one person, appointed by the Board of 
Commissioners for a 4- year term. His functions are to hear and 
decide appeals of taxpayers concerning assessments for personal- 
property, sales, inheritance, estate, business-privilege, gross- receipts, 
gross-earnings, insurance-premiums, or motor-ve shicle and certain 
other spec ified tax or taxes. He is authorized to affirm, cancel, re- 
duce, or increase such assessments. The Board is an administrative 
agency, which is quasi-judicial in nature, but is not a court. Appeal 
is to the United States Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia, 
which has exclusive jurisdiction to review the decisions of the Board. 

2. The District Unemployment Compensation Board, established 
by act of Congress of August 28, 1935, consists of the three Commis- 
sioners of the District, and a representative each of employees and 
employers appointed by the Board of Commissioners for a 3-year 
term. The operating head is the Executive Director appointed by 
the Board. The Board prescribes regulations for collection and pay- 
ment of employer contributions and payment of unemployment bene- 
fits; and, through its Executive Director, operates the unemployment- 
compensation program in the District. Appeal is to the District Court 
of the United States for the District of Columbia. 

The Commissioners have no intention of changing the basic func- 
tions and responsibilties of these two boards. The necessary author- 
ity will be delegated to each to permit them to perform these. Such 
delegation will be broad and without the right of appeal to the 
Commissioners. In this respect the Commissioners certainly have no 
desire and in fact lack the legal authority to change the present pro- 
cedure established by Congress of appeal to the courts. However, 
for these two Boards, as for other District agencies, it is essential 
to good management that the organization be flexible and that the 
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Commissioners properly supervise and control administrative, house- 
keeping, and fiscal functions and activities. 

In the case of the Board of Tax Appeals there is before Congress 
a bill to make this Board independent of the assessing agencies of the 
District; and also to provide for the appointment of a substitute 
member reser the present member is disqualified either by dis- 
ability or person: al interest. The afore-mentioned purposes of that 
bill can < accomplished under our reorganization plan, and it is the 
intent of the Board of Commissioners so to do. Other provisions 
of the bill before Congress would not be affected by Reorganization 
Plan No. 5. 

That concludes my statement. 

Senator Dworsnak. Mr. Chairman, will we have an opportunity 
to hear any testimony from Mr. Fowler, the Budget Officer ? 

General Rorrnson. I believe he is not present, sir. We can send 
for him if you wish. 

The Cuamman. I do not believe he is on the list of witnesses. 

[am informed that he has not requested to be heard. 

Senator Dworsnak. It may not be pertinent, but I note that the 
budget of the District for this year shows that there has been an 1n- 
crease of 50 percent in the last 4 years. 

I wonder whether there may be some comment about that increase. 
It may not be a pertinent part of this reorganization plan, but IT am 
inquisitive to know whether there is the opportunity of getting a 
material reduction in the cost of the District of Columbia under this 
plan. 

General Rontnson. Of course, the justification for the budget has 
been on the record before both the House and the Senate Appropri- 
ations Committees. 

With respect to economies, it is impossible to assign any dollar 
valuetothem. However, from our knowledge of the District govern- 
ment, there are many fields in which we feel that economies can be 
effected; and it is our intention, under the plan, to set up a strong ad- 
ministrative officer and a department of general administration, under 
whom will be a management section, and to use that tool, as provided 
by this plan, to investigate a number of potential fields of economy. 

I might list a few of them: 

The consolidation and centralization of approximately 50 separate 
accounts and funds which are maintained by as many different agen- 
cies. We wish to investigate that. 

More effective budgetary and expenditure controls, which we feel 
are now inadequate, because of the large —— of separate agencies 
which exist today and which report their budget requests separately. 
Many of these are completely independent of the Commissioners now, 
as far as any control or supervision of their expenditures is concerned, 
although their accounts generally are audited by the District. 

It is our intention to have this department also investigate the pos- 
sibility of reductions in overstaffed departments; also, to look into the 
question of whether or not economies can be secured by centralized 
purchasing, supply and property control, now somewhat scattered. 

Also, there is a field for economy in the consolidation of housekeep- 
ing functions; and we have discussed also the possibility of consoli- 
dating of equipment functions, with particular reference to repair and 
maintenance. 





ee 


REORGANIZATION PLAN NO. 5 OF 1952 io 


It is my personal opinion that over the next years we will more 
than pay, pay many times over, for the initial $100,000 which we have 
already requested of the Congress to implement this plan. 

Senator Dworsuax. I appreciate, General, that you cannot be 
held personally responsible for this drastice increase in the cost of the 
District government, because you have been on the District govern- 
ment just about a year. But you would admit that an increase of 50 
percent in the past 4 years seems to be excessive. There may be some 
justifiable reasons, but if I were a taxpayer in the District 1 would 
think that that increase is much greater than might be justified by 
normal developments, even in the face of inflationary threats. 

General Roprnson. There are many reasons for that, of course. 
Among them are a number of pay increases and additional personnel 
privileges granted by Congress. 

Senator Dworsnak. I was going to ask you what that might total. 
Do you know what the increases in pe vier come to 4 

General Ronrnson. I can furnish that, sir, I would rather not state 

figure for the record here, because I am ‘afraid it would be inaccu- 
rate. 

Senator Dworsuak. It would not be the almost $50 million though, 
that we have of increase in the past + years 4 

General Roptnson. No, sir. I believe that the justification for the 
increase, Or at least the reasons for the increase if not the justifications, 
can be furnished you for your information if you desire. 

Senator Dworsuak. I know that the general pattern of Federal 
salary increases is followed by the District. So that is more or less 
beyond the control of the Commissioners. But I do not think that 
that would account for a major portion of the $50 million increase 

for 5 years. 

General Roprnson. It accounts for quite a substantial portion, sir. 
And we went to the 5-day week within the last several years. Whether 
it was within that period you mention, I do not reeall. 

Senator Dworsuak. Would you think that those increases would 
amount to about half of that over-all increase / 

General Roprnson. I cannot answer that offhand, sir. 

Senator DworsuaKk. You mentioned that the savings would take 
care of the $100,000 expense in putting this plan into operation. I 
certainly hope, and I am sure you share that hope, that it will be 
possible to effect greater economy and efficiency, so that there may be 
a downward trend in the cost of the District government, rather than 
a continuous increase as we have had for a number of years. 

General Roprnson. We are certainly interested in economies. 

The CHatrman. Thank you very much, General. 

General Rosinson. Thank you. 

The CuarrmMan. We have 14 other witnesses who want to testify. 

I understand some of them have very brief statements, merely want- 
ing to appear on behalf of certain organizations and endorse the plan 
as a matter of record. 

I do not know when we will be able to resume hearings after today. 
So if the witnesses, as we call them now, will cooperate by making 
their testimony as brief as consistent with their views, we will appre- 
ciate it, and it will enable us to hear more of them before we recess this 
morning. 

The first witness is Mrs. Bartlett. Will you come forward, please / 
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STATEMENT OF MRS. HENRY A. BARTLETT, CHAIRMAN, CITIZENS 
EMERGENCY COMMITTEE ON REORGANIZATION, AND VICE 
PRESIDENT, FEDERATION OF CITIZENS ASSOCIATIONS 


Mrs. Barrierr. Mr. Chairman, I am Mrs. Henry A. Bartlett, chair- 
man of the Citizens Emergency Committee on Reorganization of the 
District of Columbia Government, and vice president of the Federa- 
tion of Citizens Associations. I have a prepared statement. 

Following a joint invitation issued by the Federation of Citizens 
Associations, the Federation of Civic Associations, and the board of 
trade, representatives of major civic, business, veteran, labor, and pro- 
fessional groups assembled on April 16, 1952, to unanimously adopt 
the following resolution: 


We are opposed to any plan of reorganization being adopted without the citi- 
zens first knowing the contents of the plan. 

We are not in favor of the city manager form of government. 

We support the Board of Commissioners’ plan of reorganization, in principle. 

An open letter to the President of the United States was published 
as a result of this me eting, the expenses involved being shared by the 
organizations represented. A petition to the President was also pre- 
pared following this meeting. 

Attached are copies of the published letter and of the petition. 

I respectfully submit them for the record. 

The Cuairman. The open letter to the President referred to was 
submitted by Commissioner Donahue and appears on page 17. 

Mrs. Barrierr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, 

(The petition referred to is as follows:) 

APRIL 22, 1952. 
To the President of the United States: 

Inasmuch as you have always indicated your desire that the citizens of Wash- 
ington be heard on matters affecting their government, we, the undersigned, as 
representatives of interested organizations in the District of Columbia, present 
this petition to you concerning the proposed reorganization of our municipal 
government, 

By unanimous action taken on Wednesday, April 16, 1952, delegates from civic 
aud business groups passed the following resolution: 

We are opposed to any plan of reorganization being adopted without the 
citizens first knowing the contents of the plan; 

We are not in favor of the city manager form of government ; 

We support the Board of Commissioners’ plan of reorganization. 

The action of the emergency committee formed at this time was prompted by 
the disclosure of only the very general terms of a plan by the Bureau of the 
Budget for the reorganization of the government of the District of Columbia. 
The citizens of Washington are now faced with the prospect of a reorganization 
being imposed upon them about which they know little or nothing, and about 
which they will have no opportunity to be heard prior to its forwarding to the 
Congress. Also, it cannot be amended once it is submitted to Congress. 

Furthermore, the few facts we do know about the Bureau of the Budget pro- 
posals lead us to entertain grave doubts as to the soundness of the city manager- 
council plan and to express our strong opposition to it. As citizens of long resi- 
dence in Washington, aware of its peculiar problems, and interested in the 
greatest degree of effective cooperation within the National Capital, we sincerely 
contend that this proposal is a questionable experiment which would result in 
confusion rather than progress in our government. 

On the other hand, we offer our wholehearted support of the plan for reorganiza- 
tion as submitted by the Commissioners of the District of Columbia. Since its 
release, we have had ample opportunity to study, evaluate, and criticize the 
Commissioner’s plan. Many of our suggestions have been embodied in it. We 
are convinced that these proposals constitute a forward step in the evolution 
of better government for the people of this community. 
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The fate of the government of the District of Columbia lies between these 
two plans: One has been brought fully to the attention of our citizens and 
includes specific improvements in our form of government; the other is a plan 
whose details we barely know and which in principle we oppose. 

We therefore petition you, Mr. President, to consider our statement in opposi- 
tion to the council-manager proposal, and in favor of the Commissioner’s plan 
as representing the views of citizens seriously alarmed over the ill effects the 
Budget Bureau’s proposal could have upon our community. 

Mrs. ALICE M. BARTLETT, 
(For Thomas J. Groom, who is out of the city), 
WooLsty W. HALL, 
Mrs. C. D. WRIGHT, 
Cochairmen, Citizens Emergency Committee on Reorganization. 
MartTIN A. COOK, 
Veterans’ Organizations Representative. 

Representing the following organizations: Federation of Citizens Associations, 
Veterans of Foreign Wars, Federation of Civil Associations, Washington Board 
of Trade, American Legion, District of Columbia Industrial Council of the CIO, 
Federation of Business Men’s Associations, Bar Association of the District of 
Columbia, Federation of Women’s Clubs, District of Columbia Bankers Associa- 
tion, Junior Chamber of Commerce, Committee of 100 for the Federal City, 
Catholic War Veterans, District of Columbia Building and Loan League, American 
Business Association, Merchants and Manufacturers Association, AMVETS, 
Washington Real Estate Board, Association of Oldest Inhabitants, District of 
Columbia. 

The CHarrman. Mr. Clifford H. Newell, will you come forward, 
please, sir? 


STATEMENT OF JOHN H. CONNAUGHTON, MEMBER, EXECUTIVE 
BOARD, FEDERATION OF CITIZENS ASSOCIATIONS OF THE DIS- 
TRICT OF COLUMBIA, APPEARING FOR CLIFFORD H. NEWELL, 
CHAIRMAN, COMMITTEE ON REORGANIZATION 


Mr. Connaucuton. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Newell was unavoidably de- 
tained by a very serious illness, and I have been delegated in his place 
to make a very short statement on behalf of the Federation of 
Citizens Associations. 

My name is John H. Connaughton. I am a member of the executive 
board of the Federation of Citizens Associations of the District of 
Columbia. 

In the absence of Mr. Newell, Dr. Veal, president of the Federation 
of Citizens Associations, called me last night and asked me to appear 
here this morning. I am informed that a short statement will be 
filed. 

The CHarrman. Mr. Newell will file a statement ? 

Mr. Connavuenton. Yes. It will be filed, I expect, over the signa- 
ture of Dr. Veal, who is president of the Federation of Citizens 
Associations. 

The Cuamman. The Chair will order it printed whenever it is 
filed with the clerk. 

Mr. ConnauGutTon. The sum total of that statement will be that we 
endorse, with very little qualification, the entire program of the Com- 
missioners as submitted in plan No.5. We thing it is an elastic propo- 
sition, that will permit us to reorganize the District government in 
the most economical efficient way possible. And we unqualifiedly 
approve it. 

The Cuarrman. All right. 
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Thank you very much. 
Mr. Connauenron. Thank you. 
(The statement referred to is as follows:) 


FEDERATION OF CITIZENS ASSOCIATIONS OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, 


Washington 5, D. C., May 20, 1952 
Hon, JoHN L. McCLeriAn, 


Chairman, Senate Committee on Government Operations, 
United States Senate, WwW ashington, D. C. 

Dear Senaror McCLettan: The Federation of Citizens Associations, which 
represent 66 member bodies, located in all sections of the District of Columbia, 
and representing the largest group of citizens of any organization, have voted 
overwhelmingly endorsing the Comurissioners reorganization plan for the Dis- 
trict of Columbia 

As president of the Federation of Citizens Associations I wish to strongly 

rge your committee to adopt this plan. 

I would like to add that in addition to the citizens associations many other 
civie organizations have joined with us in endorsing the Commissioners re- 
ganization plan. I feel sure that under this plan the Commissioners will 
have the wholehearted support from the citizenry. Furthermore, it is apparent 
that the citizens of Washington will have a voice through the advisory council. 

May I urge you again to adopt this plan for the District of Columbia. 


sincerely yours, 


J. Ross VEAL, M. D.. President. 


Phe Cuairman. Is Mrs. Luther present ? 


STATEMENT OF MRS. LLOYD LUTHER, PRESIDENT, LEAGUE OF 
WOMEN VOTERS OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


Mrs. Lerner. I am Mrs. Lloyd Luther, president of the District 
of Columbia League of Women Voters. 

We appreciate the opportunity of appearing at these hearings, and 
understand the proposal in House Document 447 iay be accepted or 
rejected but not changed. 

We believe it is important that reorganization come about by execu- 
tive order, Otherwise, there might be further postponement of the 
much-needed streamlining of our government. The League of Women 
Voters feared the recent controversy might result in no plan whatever 
being submitted to Congress. Under those circumstances we called 
attention to the Fowler plan as an alternative which had elements 
of both the Commissioners’ and the Budget Bureau’s plans. Now 
that the decision has been made by the President, we believe if Con- 
eress approves all citizens should cooperate to make the streamlining 
work well. 

Our major concern regarding the Commissioners’ original plan was 
that it would prevent them from giving sufficient time to over-all 
planning and policy matters. This is somewhat alleviated by the 
agreement to avoid the rigid three-bureau structure, but we still feel 
the character of the commission form of government makes it difficult 
not to be pretty thoroughly absorbed by the administration of three 
separate segments of the government. 

As a matter of fact, the Commission in the District has been com- 
pared to a triumvirate city-manager for the policy-making Congress. 
It is our view that, because they are closer to District problems than 
is Congress, the Commissioners should take part in policy-making to 
the extent of determining what they, as a body, could recommend to 
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Congress as good policy for the city. It is our view also that nothing 
disastrous will h: appen to W ashington if some day, as we would hope, 
we should have a city manager, and nothing disastrous will happen if 
we don’t. We shall simply not be adopting what is at present regard- 
ed as the most businesslike way of getting the work done. The im- 
portant thing as of today is to begin to realine the scattered agencies 
of the District into a more efficient organization. 

We have every confidence that the present Board of Commissioners 
will carry out the reorganization under House Document 447 in ac- 
cordance with their statements, and we believe this committee should 
report the authorization favorably. We should like, however, to see 
the answer to one question in the record of these hearings, that is, How 

. binding on future Commissioners are the agreements and statements 
with regard to this plan made by the present Board ? 

Regarding the Citizens Advisory Council, we agree that, pending 
the coming of home rule, it is worth while to undertake the difficult 
task of setting oneup. We believe this Council would be more valuable 
in expressing citizens’ views on general problems and interpreting to 
the public the problems faced by the Commissioners in running the 
city, rather than in dealing with technical aspects of reorganization, 


The Cuatrman. Mrs. Luther, you raise a question that I certainly 
would like to see answered for the record: 

How binding on future Commissioners are the agreements and statements with 
regard to this plan made by the present Board * 

Frankly, I do not think they would necessarily be binding on their 
successors. I assume you mean, with respect to the reorganization 
~— mpl: ated in this p lan, whether the statements in the record here 
by the present Commissioners as to how they would reorganize would 
be siedliaes aio heidi ialeneesioa I do not think they would be. I think 
they should be very persuasive, but legally I do not think they would be 
binding upon them, any more than an act of Congress today would 
bind the next Congress to retain such an act. They might repeal it. 

I do not think the plan as submitted by the Commissioners definitely 
binds their successors 

Mrs. Lurnt R. It would be a a case of public opinion. 

The CratrMan. Frankly, | am of the opinion that they will proba- 
bly change their minds about some as facts before the reorganization 
is completed. 

, - Mrs. Lurner. Thank you. 
The CuatrMan. Mr. Groom, will you come forward, please ? 


STATEMENT OF THOMAS J. GROOM, PRESIDENT, WASHINGTON 
BOARD OF TRADE 


Mr. Groom. My name is Thomas J. Groom. I appear before you 
today as president of the Washington Board of Trade, an organization 
composed of more than 6,000 business, professional, and civic leaders, 
which is generally recognized as a responsible association having a 
deep and continuing interest in the welfare of the Nation’s Capital. 

I am here to endorse without qualification Reorganization Plan No. 
5, 1952, providing for the reorganization of the government of the 
District of Columbia. 
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Our endorsement of Reorganization Plan No. 5 came about after de- 
tailed study of the Commissioners’ proposals, and after carefully 
weighing the merits of the Budget Bureau’s proposals, the plans which 
were under consideration by the President. 

We believe that the Commissioners should have the authority to 
streamline the organization of the District of Columbia government 
and that they should have the power to do so in an orderly manner 
based on the knowledge which they and other District offici: als have of 
this community and its government, and after consultation with 
citizens whose daily lives are intimately affected by District govern- 
ment activities. This is consistent with Board of Trade policy of many 
years standing that the authority of the Commissioners over all phases 
of local activities be increased and that their powers be enlarged within 
the limitations set down in the Constitution of the United States. 

I think the committee will be interested in knowing that the Wash- 
ington Board of Trade has had continuous existence since 1889, only 
11 years after the permanent establishment of the present commis- 
sion form of government for the District of Columbia. During all 
these years, the members of the Board of Trade have taken a very 
active interest in local government operations and in the many legis- 
lative and fiscal problems which have arisen. I know of no other local 
citizen group which can claim such a long active interest in this com- 
munity or which has more carefully considered as great a number 
of proposals affecting the welfare of Washington. 

I am confident that no other group has manifested such continuous 
interest in many varied fields embracing not merely commercial and 
economic matters, but also, the improvement of social conditions and 
cultural development. The minute details of the organization and 
operation of the local government, as well as the interrelation of 
the interests of the citizens of Washington as residents of a local com- 
munity and as residents of the Nation’s Capital, an area in which 
it is recognized that the interests of the United States must be pre- 
dominant, have also commanded our attention. 

I do not wish to burden the committee with a lengthy recitation 
of the forms of government which have been in force in this juris- 
diction since it became the Capital of the United States in the year 
1800. Suffice to say, that in our judgment none of the several forms 
of government in force between 1800 and 1878 proved to be so satis- 
factory for developing and operating the Federal city as has the 
present form of government in effect since this latter date. 

Washington has fared well under the commission form of gov- 
ment. In our judgment, and, I believe, in the judgment of most 
citizens of this community, we enjoy honest, effective, economical, 
and relatively efficient government services. 

It seems quite clear that efficiency can be improved and some econ- 
omies can be achieved through centralized control, simplifying and 
streamlining lines of authority and through regrouping of District 
agencies and improving administrative services. All of these will 
be possible under the terms of Reorganization Plan No. 5. In fact, 
that was the principal objective of the President’s proposal and is, of 
course, the basic purpose of the Reorganization Act. 

My comments thus far demonstrate that we have great confidence 
in our Board of Commissioners. It was that confidence and our con- 
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viction that it was unsound to order a rigid plan of reorganization 
which motivated our committees and board of directors to support 
this plan so strongly in preference to other proposals. It is our 
hope that the Congress will accept it. 

The board of trade is confident that the detailed actions taken 
under the authority granted by the proposal will result in an even 
better administration of the District of Columbia’s affairs than is 
now enjoyed. 

The CuarrMan. Thank you very much, Mr. Groom. 

Are there any questions, Senator Hoey ? 

Senator Hory. I just wanted to comme nd Mr. Groom and especially 
his organization. I have great respect for the Board of Trade of 
Washington. I like its intelligence. I like its courage. And I 
especially respect the fight it has made against home rule in the city. 

I think it deserves the everlasting gratitude of the citizens. 

I shall be very happy to go along with it. 

The CHarrman. Mrs. Gottsegen, will you come forward, please ? 


STATEMENT OF MRS. JACK J. GOTTSEGEN, WASHINGTON SECTION, 
NATIONAL COUNCIL OF JEWISH WOMEN 


Mrs. Gorrsrcen. I am Mrs. Jack J. Gottsegen of the Washington 
section of the National Council of Jewish Women. We are interested 
in promoting good government and informed citizen participation, 
not only on the national scene, but in the local communities. We are 
therefore deeply interested in the form of government of the District 
of Columbia and thank you for this opportunity to appear here today. 

On December 21, 1951, at a public hearing held by the Board of 
Commissioners, we expressed our interest and support of reorganiza- 
tion of the District government which we believe is essential to the 
welfare of this community. At that time we indicated our preference 
for a city-manager plan which we felt would be an effective means 
cf separating administrative functions from the policy-making respon- 
sibilities of the District Commissioners. However, while neither Re- 
organization Plan No. 5, nor the announced intentions of the Commis- 
sioners provide for a city manager, we are nevertheless anxious to see 
that the District government is reorganized on an efficient basis. We 
were, therefore, oreatly interested in General Robinson’s testimony 
last Thursday, in which he granted that the plan does not prohibit 
the appointment of an executive officer, and we are still hopeful that the 
Board of Commissioners will see the advisability of appointing such 
an administrative officer who would be responsible to them for the 
over-all administrative management of the District government. 

Since the plan does not include specific details of this proposed 
reorganization, we would like to comment on the Commissioners’ 
proposals for carrying out the plan. For example, we hope that with 
the exception of those agencies specifically exempted from the plan, 
all other departments and agencies will be reorganized, not on an 
autonomous or semiautonomous basis, but will function under the full 
control of the Board of Commissioners. This would provide for 
centralized responsibility which General Robinson has stated to be 
one of the major purposes of this plan. 

We are happy that the Board of Commissioners have announced 
their intention to form a citizens’ advisory council which we feel 
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is most important toa community which has no elected representatives. 
We heartily endorse the qualifications for membership as outlined by 
General Robinson since they emphasize the need for a truly repre- 
sentative body and one which, we hope, will fairly reflect the various 
shades of opinion in the District. We were, however, disappointed 
In reading the proposed plan for such a council that no provision was 
made for this body to initiate matters for the consideration of the 
Commissioners. In our opinion, its functions should be not only that 
of adviser on matters referred to it by the Board of Commissioners, 
but should extend to the privilege of bringing matters for considera 
tion to the Board. 

I should like to add one item to my prepared statement: That we 
were happy to hear General Robinson’s statement this morning that 
this was now their intention. 

The Cuarrman. I think the other members of the committee share 
my views that the council should be permitted to initiate suggestions, 
and not just simply submit advice on matters referred to them. 

| ap preciate this morning that General Robinson did Say the Com 
missioners now conte mp late the granting of that privilege, and I hope 
that prom ise will be kept. 

Th ank vou very muc h. 

Mrs. Gor rseGeEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cnamman. Dr. Herbst? I have a letter here. He is probably 
not present. I have a letter here from Dr. Herbst’s organization, the 
Medical Society of the District of Columbia, and it will be placed 1} 
the record. 

(The letter referred to is as follows:) 

Tue MepicaL Society oF THE DIstricr oF COLUMBIA, 
Washington, D. C., May 16, 1952. 


Hon. JoHn L. McCLeLtan, 
United States Senate, Washinaton, D. ¢ 


My Dear Senator: I have been requested by Dr. William P. Herbst, Jr 
chairman of our committee on public policy, who attended yvesterday’s hearing 
on the reorganization plan for the District of Columbia to inform you that our 
society approves this legislation in principle. 

Dor. Herbst was very favorably impressed by the presentations of Commis 
sioners F. Joseph Donohue and Brig. Gen. Bernard L. Robinson, and he feels 
that the enactment of the proposed bill will do much to increase the efficiency 
of the District government 

Sincerely yours, 
THEODORE WIPRUD. 


The Cramran. Mr. Walinsky, will you come forward, please / 


STATEMENT OF LOUIS J. WALINSKY, PRESIDENT, WASHINGTON 
CHAPTER, AMERICANS FOR DEMOCRATIC ACTION 


Mr. Wartysxy. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, m 
name is Louis J. Walinsky. I am president of the Washington 
chapter of Americans for Democratic Action, and I wish to thank you 
on behalf of my organization for this opportunity to testify on the 
President’s Reorganization Plan No. 5 of 1952 , pertaining to the gov- 
ernment of the District of Columbia. 

I wish to state at the outset that Americans for Democratic Action 
strongly advocate home rule for the District of Columbia as well as 
reorganization of its government. In our view, both home rule and 
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reorganization are urgently needed. Reorganization is not and can 
not be made a substitute for home rule. It would be a tragedy if 
reorganization were permitted in any way to delay progress toward 
home rule. 

I wish also to state very frankly that, as between the present reor- 

ganization plan and one which would have created a ¢ ity council-man- 
ager type of government in the District of Columbia, ADA preferred 
the latter plan. In fact, as recently as April 22 we urged the Presi- 
dent of the United States to recommend to the Congress the reorgan- 
ization plan prepared by the Bureau of the Budget. 

While we have not changed our vie AWS in this basic regard, we do 
not appear before you to urge the rejection of Reorganization Plan 
No. 5. We realize that if badly needed progress is to be made in the 
direction of reorganization this year, it will have to be on the basis 
of the plan before you. We appear, therefore, not to oppose this plan, 
but to raise certain questions in connection with it and to make certain 
suggestions which we think may be of some help. 

The first point we had planned to make, Mr. Chairman, I think 
was more or less taken care of in your hearings on Thursday, and so 
1 will skip that. 

There is another very important point on which we believe the Com- 
missioners’ views should be ascertained. Certain very important 
offices and agencies are not included among those brought under the 
authority of the Commissioners by the present reorganization plan. 
Among these are the Board of Education, the Recreation Board, the 
Board of Library Trustees, the Redevelopment Land Agency, the Zon- 
ine Commission, and the Publie Utilities Commission. 

Now, obviously, any reorganization plan which leaves such very 
important municipal functions as education, recreation, and public- 
utilities control outside the scope and authority of the municipal 
government, and uncoordinated with it, is seriously deficient. At 
the same time, we realize that under the Reorganization Act, this plan 
No. 5 must be aece pted or re jec ‘ted in toto—it cannot be modified. We, 
therefore. cannot urge your committee to correct this m: vor de fic ie Nev 
and weakness in the plan. We can only urge you to inquire into the 
“why” of these omissions; to ascertain whether these functions should 
not have been included; and to inquire whether additional legislation 
should not be enacted in the near future to correct these deficiencies 
inthe plan. This committee, in our opinion, would do a real service 
b \ shed ling light on these points. 

There is still one more avenue of inquiry we wish to propose. The 
tentative plans announced by the Commissioners have ndicated that 
consideration is being given to the creation of a Citizen's Advisory 
Council. We regard this as the critical idea of the entire reorganiza- 
tion plan critical because of its oreat potential if it is properly de 
veloped and critical because of its great dangers if it is not po 
handled. How large should such a Citizens’ Advisory Council be? 
How and on what basis should its members be chosen? For how long 
a period should they serve? With what type of questions should 
it concern itself? Should such a council concern itself only with mat- 
ters placed before it, or should it offer its advice on other matters of 
importance as well ? 
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These are difficult questions, not easily answered, but we should like 
to place on record our views on these questions so that you may, if you 
desire, pursue them further. 

We believe, first of all, th: at a Citizens’ Advisory Council is subject 
to a number of infirmities which must be carefully guarded against. 
It could all too easily become a vehicle for organized pressure groups 
representing narrow special interests. It could all too easily be 
comprised of easygoing individuals who would not take their respon- 
sibilities seriously, and thus become a rubber stamp of automatic ap- 
proval for every proposal placed before it. In such an event, it would 
tend to create an aura of public approval for actions and policies 
which would not, if closely examined, obtain public approval at all. 
It could thus tend to insulate the Commissioners from the public and 
public opinion, when in fact its major functions should be to bring 
the Commissioners in ever closer contact with them. 

What we would like to see is a medium-sized council comprised of 
perhaps 15 members, not so small as to prevent its subdivision into 
several important subcommittees, not so large as to be unwieldy. We 
think it should be truly representative of the District’s ¢ itizenry and 
should therefore be chosen on a geogr aphic basis. It should meet 
regularly at least twice a month. It should offer its views on all 
matters which it deems important enough to engage its attention. We 
think members should serve for a 2-year period. 

But now we come to the most important question of all: How 
should members of this Council be chosen? If we are to have a 
Council comprised of interested, independent-minded indivaduals 
who are truly representative of the District’s citizenry and views, 
there is only one answer, in our view. The Council members must be 
elected by their fellow citizens. We understand very well that, under 
the Reorganization Act, the election of a city legislature is impossible. 
What we are proposing, however, is not the election of such a body 
but the election of an advisory council or committee. We believe 
this is quite another matter and perfectly appropriate under the cir- 
cumstances. We believe the provisions of S. 1976, already passed by 
the Senate, provide a satisfactory procedure for such elections. And 
we urge you to inquire into the feasibility and desirability of this 
proposal. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee. 

The CuHarrmMan. Thank you very much. 

Any questions, Senator ¢ 

Senator Dworsuak. No questions. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. L. I’. Schmeckebier. 


STATEMENT OF LAURENCE F. SCHMECKEBIER, WASHINGTON, D. C. 


Mr. Scumeckesrer. Mr. Chairman, the major defect of Reorganiza- 
tion Plan No, 5 of 1952 is that under the commission form of govern- 
ment an executive officer also participates in the ordinance-making 
power. ‘This is contrary to the long-established principle that the 
legislative functions should be distinct and separate from the execu- 
tive. 

Sitting as a board the Commissioners perform the duties of a muni- 
cipal council; acting separately they have the duties of executive 
officers. One member may take action on a matter in the field assigned 
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to him, and later when the same matter is reviewed by the board he 
will vote on the review of his own action. 

Some years ago Commissioner Newman commented on this condi- 
tion as follows: 

When someone appeals from my action as a member of the Board of Commis- 
sioners to the full Board of Commissioners, and I have to pass on my own 
action, I find that Iam usually prejudiced in my own favor. 


That is Senate Document 247, Sixty-fourth Congress, page 879. 

With reference to staff memorandum No. 82-2-33, prepared by Miles 
Scull, Jr., of the committee staff, which I understand is already in the 
record, and also the original proposal by the Bureau of the Budget for 
the establishment of council-manager form of government in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, I endorse these recommendations without reser- 
vation. 

The council-manager plan has been characterized as new, untested, 
and vague. It is none of these. It was first adopted by Staunton, Va., 
in 1908, 44 years ago. By 1951 it had been adopted by 33 percent of the 
cities having populations of 30,000 or over. Four detailed studies of the 
District government made since 1928 have recommended that it be 
adopted. 

On the other hand, the commission form of government has been 
tested and found wanting. From 1917 to 1951 the cities with a popula- 
tion of 30,000 and over using the commission form of government de- 
creased from 36 percent to 25 percent. 

The Cuairman. Next on the list is Mr. Edward R. Carr, president 
of the Washington Real Estate Board. 

Mr. Carr, will you come forward. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM M. THROCKMORTON, REPRESENTING 
THE WASHINGTON REAL ESTATE BOARD 


Mr. THrockmorton. Mr. Chairman, my name is William M. 
Throckmorton, and I am substituting for Mr. Carr, who was unavoid- 
ably called out of the city. 

I am first vice president of the Washington Real Estate Board, 
which is composed of the principal real-estate firms in the District of 
Columbia. The recommendation which I am here to make today is 
presented with the full authority of the board of directors of my 
organization. 

As has been indicated by others, there would appear to be no neces- 
sity for me to review the details of Reorganization Plan No. 5. Fur- 
ther, in deference to the time of the members of this committee, this 
statement has been made just as brief as possible. 

We have examined generally Reorganization Plan No. 5 and we 
understand that under its terms the Commissioners of the District of 
Columbia are given a free hand and the authority to consolidate, 
realine, and streamline agencies of the District of Columbia govern- 
ment except those specifically excluded such as the Board of Educa- 
tion, the Board of Library Trustees, the Recreation Board, the courts, 
et cetera. 

We subscribe to the view that the Commissioners should have such 
authority. We believe as a general policy that the Board of Com- 
missioners should be clothed with the maximum amount of authority 
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consistent with the provisions of the Constitution in the administra- 
tion of the affairs of the District of Columbia. 

We endorse Reorganization Plan No. 5 and strongly urge that the 
Congress take no adverse action, and, therefore, permit it to become 
law on July 1. 

Thank you. 

Phe Cnamman,. All right, sir, thank you very much. 

Mr. Zirkin ¢ 


STATEMENT OF DEWEY ZIRKIN, PRESIDENT, MERCHANTS AND 
MANUFACTURERS ASSOCIATION, WASHINGTON, D. C. 


Mr. Zirxry. I am Dewey Zirkin,' president of the Merchants and 
Manufacturers Association, an organization c¢ mposed of business 
establishments covering virtually every field of commercial activity 

n W: shington. 

We ave been very much interested in the proposals recently ad- 
val wa to reorganize the government of the District of Columbia. 
The association has carefully weighed the facts presented and made 
# concentrated etfort in adopting its policy to arrive at recommenda- 
tions which would best serve the people ot the District of Columbia. 

In view of the chairman’s request for brevity in these statements, 


and in view of the fact that the Commissioners of the District of 
Columbia covered most of the points involved for the rec ‘ord last week, 
I will confine my statement today to merely endorsing Reorganiza- 


tion Plan No. 5, 1952. providing for organization of the District of 
Columbia. 

We earnestly believe that the Board of Commissioners will, through 
the powers eranted under it, effect appropriate and hecessary reor- 
ganization of the various elements of the government of the District 
of Columbia in such a manner as to improve efficiency and effect econ- 
omies. We believe that the Commissioners can best perform this task 
because of their intimate knowledge of the operations over which they 

reside. 

Thank you very much for having afforded us this opportunity to 
make our views part ot the ree ‘ord. 

The Cramman. Thank you. The committee appreciates very much 
the assistance the witnesses are giving this morning in m: aking their 
statements brief. 

Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Zirkin. Thank you. 

The Cuatrrman. Mr. Linowes? 


STATEMENT OF DAVID F. LINOWES, DIRECTOR, JUNIOR CHAMBER 
OF COMMERCE, WASHINGTON, D. C. 


Mr. Linowes. Mr. Chairman, may name is David F. Linowes. I 
am here in the capacity of a director of the Junior Chamber of Com- 
merce, Washington, D. C. 

The junior chamber of commerce represents over 700 young busi- 
ness and professional men, most of whom work and live in the District 
of Columbia. We are vitally interested in any steps taken to improve 
our form of government, which daily affects our business and personal 
lives. 
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The junior chamber of commerce believes the proposed plan for 
leorganization of the District Government is designed to and will 
accomplish the following: 

Firstly, it provides a progressive step in the management and ad- 
ministration of the District government, as recognized by outstanding 
public administrators. While the proposed plan defines authority in 
the individual Commissioners, it expands the author It\ of the over-all 
Board of Commissioners. 

Secondly, it provides eventually for a more economical system of 
government in that the plan abolishes some present offices and boards, 
and centralizes others, thereby eliminating duplications and unco- 
ordinated effort. 

Thirdly, it provides for a continuation of the commission form of 
government, and gives the Board of Commissioners ample authority to 
efficiently carry out the function of local government. 

Fourth, it provides for the active participation of loeal citizens in 
local governmental affairs through the Citizens Advisory Council. 
We feel that this group will lend enthusiasm in providing efficient 
vovernment in the District of Columbia. and will develop a wide- 
spread interest in local government. 

lor these reasons, and in the interest of providing more effective 
local government in the District of Columbia, the junior chamber 
of commerce heartily endorses the plan before this committee. 

On behalf of my organization, 1 wish to thank you for this oppor- 
tunity CO appear before you and present our \ le Ws. 

The Cratrman. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Lrnowes. Thank you. 

The CHatrman. Mr. Ahern? 

Will you come for wara, please. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN W. AHERN, CHAIRMAN, COMMITTEE ON 
REORGANIZATION OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA OF THE BAR 
ASSOCIATION OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA; ACCOMPANIED 
BY LEONARD WALSH, PRESIDENT OF THE BAR ASSOCIATION OF 
THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


Mr. Watsn. Mr. Chairman, my name is Leonard Walsh, and I 
appear as president of the Bar Association of the District of Columbia. 

I would like to present John W. Ahern, who has been authorized to 
speak for the bar association. 

The Cuamman. All right. We shall be very happy to hear you. 
You lay proceed, Mr. Ahern. | believe you have a prepared state- 
ment. 

Mr. AHERN. Yes, sir. 

My hame is John W. Ahern. I ai the chairman ot the committee 
on the reorganization of the District of Columbia of the Bar Asso- 
ciation of the District of Columbia. I am also the chairman of the 
Bar Association’s committee on taxation. I am appearing on behalf 
of the bar association to testify in opposition to one phase of Re- 
organization Plan No. 5 of 1952, namely, the inclusion of the Board of 
Tax Appeals of the District of Columbia among the 95 agencies sub- 
ject to this reorganization plan. 


* 
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Apparently it is up to the bar to take the less popular side, at least 
in this part. 

The powers delegated to the Board of Commissioners under the plan 
are broad, sweeping, and continuing. The members of this commit- 
tee have already noted that fact. The bar association does not pro- 
pose at this time to oppose the entire plan for that reason, It is 
realized that the District government is in need of reorganization, 
and, perhaps this is the only way to get it done with any ‘reasonable 
expedition. The bar association does vigorously oppose, however, 
the delegation to the Commissioners of such broad and continuing 
power over agencies exercising judicial functions, such as the Board 
of Tax Appeals (hereafter referred to as the Board.) 

The Board was created in 1938 for the purpose of providing District 
taxpayers an effective method of contesting tax assessments made 
against them by the District. It has only one member. It has juris- 
diction over cases involving assessments of income, franchise, unin- 
corporated business, inheritance, estate, sales, use, motor vehicle title 
excise, motor fuel, gross receipts, gross earnings, insurance premium, 
personal property, and real property taxes. 

It has jurisdiction over suits for the refund of income, franchise, 
unincorporated business, sales and use taxes; and, if the bill, S. 2605, 
passed by the Senate on May 1, 1952, should become law, it w ill have 
jurisdiction over suits for the refund of all other taxes except real 
property taxes. It is the principal forum in the District for the trial 
of disputes between taxpayers and the District government. The 
District government is always the antagonist in such disputes and it 
Is repyese nted before the Board by the Corporation Counsel and _ 
staff. The decisions of the Board are binding upon the District : 
well as the taxpayer or taxpayers involved. And if either party is 
not like a decision, the remedy is an appeal direct to the United States 
Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia. The review on appeal 
is no different from the review of a decision by the United States dis- 
trict court in a civil action tried without a jury. Thus, though Con- 
gress made the Board an “administrative agency” rather than a court, 
it exercises the functions of a trial court in tax cases in the District. 

What does this plan do to that Board ? 

Under this plan, all the functions of the Board would be transferred 
to the Commissioners and the Board would be abolished at such time 
as the Commissioners might specify, but not later than June 30, 1953. 
The Commissioners would have authority to redelegate the functions 
of the Board and to create an agency or office to perform such func- 
tions. It is expected that this would be done, but it need not be done. 
‘The Commissioners would have continuing authority, and this is what 
1 particularly object to, to withdraw or modify any such delegation. 
The Commissioners would have continuing authority to appoint, re- 
move, or remove and appoint the officer or officers exercising the func- 
tions delegated. 

And, finally, the Commissioners would retain the right at any time 
to abolish the agency or office exercising such functions. The sum 
total of those powers is absolute control—control over a Board, estab- 
lished by the Congress to provide an independent and impartial re- 
view of decisions of the District government in tax matters, which 
control would be vested in the persons who are themselves the princi- 
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pal executive officers of that same government. The mere existence 
of such power is repugnant to the principles of sound government, 
justice, and fair play. 

To be more specific, let’s review the existing procedure in an income- 
tax case. The Assessor, who is one of the principal administrative 
officers of the District government, operating under the Commis- 
sioners, decides that a taxpayer owes additional income taxes. If he 
has had serious doubt about the legal aspects, if the Assessor has, he 
will have consulted the Corporation Counsel. He then notifies the 
taxpayer that he proposes to assess an additional income tax against 
him. The taxpayer usually seeks a conference with the Assessor’s 
office to state his reasons why he does not owe the additional tax or to 
arrange some compromise settlement. If no agreement is reached, 
the Assessor sends him a notice of assessment, after which the tax- 
payer has 90 days to file an appeal to the Board of Tax Appeals con- 
testing the assessment. The taxpayer is the petitioner, the District of 
Columbia is the respondent, and the District’s representative before 
the Board is the Corporation Counsel, who is the principal legal officer 
of the District and who advises both the Commissioners and the As- 
sessor on legal matters. Before the Board the taxpayer gets a full 
hearing and an opportunity to present evidence and legal argument 
in support of his position, the same as the petitioner in any lawsuit. 

The Board renders its decision for or against the taxpayer and the 
decision becomes final and binding upon both parties unless an appeal 
is taken to the United States Court of Appeals. No one in the Dis- 
trict government at present has any right or power to influence the 
Board in its decisions except by arguing the cases on their merits. If 
the Commissioners or the Assessor or the Corporation Counsel do 
not like the decision or a line of decisions, all they can do is appeal 
from them. They cannot take away the Board’s power or modify 
that power or abolish the Board. The Commissioners do have the 
right to remove the member of the Board, but he is appointed for a 
term of office—4+ years—and it is most doubtful that they would at- 
tempt to exercise such power to remove arbitrarily prior to the expira- 
tion of the term of office unless they had good cause for doing so— 
other than disagreement with the merits of the Board’s decisions. 

Under this reorganization plan, the member of the Board involved 
would become just another employee of the District. He would have 
no term of office; he would have no sense of independence in making 
decisions; his functions could be withdrawn or modified at any time; 
he could be removed at will and someone else appointed in his place, 
or the whole Board could be abolished at any time. That is not “reor- 
ganization”; that, in our opinion, is a drastic change in the status of 
the Board, a change which carries the seeds for the ultimate destruc- 
tion of the Board as an independent quasi-judicial agency of the Dis- 
trict government. 

The bar association does not by these remarks intend any reflection 
upon the good faith or intentions of the present Commissioners. We 
are willing to assume that they intend to act in good faith and preserve 
the “independence” e” of the Board or of the agenc y to which its functions 
may be delegated. Our point is deeper than that. Our point is that 
in fact there can be no real independence where powers such as those 
enumerated above exist. Where power exists there is a tendency to 
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exercise it. We do not know who future Commissioners may be. 
nor what they lay do. And, as lawyers, we do not care to have our 
clients’ and our own vital rights dependent upon self-restraint in the 
exercise of executive power, 

Let us turn for a moment to another facet of this same problem, 
the qualifications of the officer whom the present or some future Com 
missioners might appoint. Under present law such appointee must be 
a citizen of the United States; he must be “an attorney and in active 
practice of law for at least 10 years next preceding his appointment” 
and his term of office must be 4 years, unless he is appointed only 
for an unexpired term. 

As we read the reorganization plan and the Reorganization Act. 
these statutory requirements would be washed away. ‘The functions 
of the Board would be transferred to the Commissioners, and the Com 
missioners would be authorized to make from time to time such provi 
sions as they deem appropriate to authorize the performance of the 
functions transferred to them under the plan: 
by any member of the Board of Commissioners, or by any other officer, employee 
or agency of the Government of the District of Columbia, except the courts thereot 
(sec. 3 (a) of the plan). [Emphasis supplied. ] 

Under the above quoted language, it appears that the Commissioners 
could delegate the functions of the Board of Tax Appeals to anyone 
of their choosing, without regard to the previous statutory require- 
ments. That the bar association does not believe wise. 

Taxation is at best a difficult subject and it is believed that only an 
experienced attorney, preferably one with tax experience, can ade- 
quately discharge the functions of the Board of Tax Appeals. It is 
further believed that the officer who is to perform those functions 
should have a definite term of office which should be at least 4 years, 
and possibly longer. An officer with a definite term of office is — h 
less amenable to pressure than one who holds office only at will or by 
sufferance. 

One more matter before I close. In the tent: Hie plan submitted by 
the Commissioners to this committee on May 15, 1952, the Board of 
‘Tax Appeals is made a part of the Finance Office. which is one of 
seven offices—Purchasing, Property, Personnel, Audit, Management. 
Budget, and Finance—under the Department of General Adminis 
tration. It was stated, however, that this arrangement was for ad- 
ministrative and housekeeping purposes only and that the Board 
would retain its autonomy of operations. One can sympathize with 
the desire to keep the organization chart as simple as possible and the 
desire to simplify problems of housekeeping and administration. It 
is the view of the bar association, however, that such considerations 
do not warrant submerging the Board (meant to be autonomous and 
to rule on the conflicting claims of the District and its taxpayers) to 
the fourth level—the Commissioners being the first, the head of the 
Department of General Administration being’ second, the head of 
the Finance office third, and finally, the Board, within the Finance 
office. 

The importance of the Board to taxpayers and the prestige which 
should be a part of it demand that it should be set apart. The anomaly 
becomes more apparent when it is noted that the Board is put in the 
same group with the Assessor, the Board of Assistant Assessors, and 
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the Board of Equalization and Review, the correctness of whose deci- 
sions the Board must rule upon. 
The foregoing are the views of the bar association, which considers 


that the objecti ‘aised are substantial. We hope the reorganiza- 
tion plan can be ‘roved because of the serious need for it, but only 


if this committee .vels that safeguards can be erected to eliminate the 
weaknesses which we have noted in this plan. 

And we think the only safeguards which can properly do it come 
under the heading of legislation. 

The Cuatrman. Mr. Ahern, I think you have presented a very 
splendid statement, and have called attention possibly to a serious 
defect in the plan, one I think that perhaps the committee and the 
Congress would like to undertake to remedy. But we, of course, have 
to take the plan as is. We cannot amend it or modify or change it in 
any respect. 

I would like to ask you: Do you feel that the objections the bar 
association raises to the plan, as you have expressed this morning 
would justify us in rejecting the plan until some of these things are 
corrected? I do not know. Personally, I want to do what is best 
for the District. And I have said more than once during these hear- 
ings that to me this is no plan; it is a delegation of power. That is 
all that there is before us, just delegation of power to the Commis- 
sioners to, as I see it, try to reorganize the District government. They 
might do an excellent job; I do not know. But there are, I expect, 
some serious defects in the plan. 

Whether we should reject it and have no plan, have no reorganiza- 
tion—and this is the only hope of getting any, it seems to me, at this 
session of Congress—is a difficult question, indeed. If the plan is 
going to be so bad, however, perhaps it is defective enough that we 
should defer reorganization for this session of Congress rather than 
consent or acquiesce here in a faulty plan. 

I would like to have your views about that. 

Mr. AnerN. Well, our views are these, Senator: Our statement this 
morning has been on one relatively narrow phase of a very broad plan, 
or a very broad delegation, if you like. We would not, as an associa- 
tion, recommend to you that you disapprove the entire plan because 
of our objections on this one phase. 

But we do want to be on record as opposing that one phase of it, and 
also on record that we propose to seek legislation to restore it to its in- 
dependent status. 

We, as a matter of fact, from a legislative procedural point of view, 
would say that it would probably be easier to seek legislation than to 
secure the defeat of the plan, if we were so inclined. 

The CHatrmMan. I wanted to get your view clear in the record. 

Are there any questions ? 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Anern. Thank you. 

Mr. Watsn. May I make one request ? 

I left with the reporter a copy of the Bar Association’s resolution on 
this matter, and I ask that it be printed in the record. 

The Cuatrman. It may be printed in the record. 

(The resolution referred to is as follows :) 


At the regular meeting of the members of the Bar Association of the District 
of Columbia, held on May 13, 1952, upon motion made by Archie K. Shipe and 
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seconded by Charles H. Burton, the following resolution was unanimously 
carried : 

“Whereas, pursuant to the Reorganization Act of 1949, the President of the 
United States transmitted to the Congress of the United States on May 1, 1952, 
Reorganization Plan No. 5 of 1952 relating to the District of Columbia; and 

“Whereas under said plan there would be transferred to the Board of Com- 
missioners of the District of Columbia all the functions of the Board of Tax 
Appeals of the District of Columbia with full authority to redelegate such func- 
tions to an agency of their choice or creation ; and 

“Whereas under said plan there would be vested in said Board of Commis- 
sioners continuing authority to abolish any agency to which they might delegate 
the functions of said Board of Tax Appeals, to withdraw or modify such delega- 
tion, and to appoint and remove at will the officer or officers performing such 
functions ; and 

“Whereas the existence of such continuing authority in said Board of Commis- 
sioners would be fundamentally incompatible with the judicial nature of the 
functions now performed by said Board of Tax Appeals, i. e., the trial of tax 
cases between taxpayers and the District of Columbia, subject to appeal to the 
United States Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia: Now, therefore, 
be it 

“Resolved, That the Bar Association of the District of Columbia is opposed to 
to the inclusion of said Board of Tax Appeals among the agencies subject to the 
provisions of said Reorganization Plan No. 5 of 1952.” 


The Cuatrman. Dr. George B. Galloway. 


STATEMENT OF DR. GEORGE B. GALLOWAY, LEGISLATIVE REFER- 
ENCE SERVICE, LIBRARY OF CONGRESS 


Dr. Gattoway. Mr. Chairman, I have a statement, a 15-minute 
statement. What is the pleasure of the committee? Shall I present 
it, or file it? 

The Cuatrman. We are going to treat you as we have all the 
others. You may either read it or put it in the record, or summarize 
it, whichever you prefer, Doctor. 

Dr. Gattoway. My name is George B. Galloway. I am senior spe- 
clalist in American Government on the staff of the Legislative Refer- 
ence Service in the Library of Congress. I also serve as a consultant 
to the Senate Committee on Government Operations and to the House 
Committee on Expenditures in the Executive Department at their 
request. 

‘The municipal government of the District of Columbia is one of my 
assigned fields of responsibility for information and advice. During 
the Eightieth Congress I was staff director of the Subcommittee on 
Home Rule and Reorganization of the House District Committee 
which produced the Auchincloss Report of 1948. That report, which 
was favorably reported to the House, spelled out a comprehensive 
reorganization of the District government and recommended estab- 
lishment of the council-manager form of government for the District 
of Columbia. 

During 1926-29 I was a member of the professional staff of the 
Philadelphia Bureau of Municipal Research where I became familiar 
with problems of municipal government and administration in a large 
city and wrote a series of published reports on the same questions 
which are now being disc ussed here in Washington. So Iam not a 
newcomer to the field of munic ipal government. I appear here today 
at the invitation of the committee. 

At the outset, let me briefly place the question before us in his- 
torical perspective. There has been much public discussion and 








REORGANIZATION PLAN NO. 5 OF 1952 93 


comment in the last few weeks upon the relative merits of the com- 
mission and manager forms of city government. In this discussion 
there has been some confusion and some misstatements of fact. 

The elective commission form of city government originated in 
Galveston, Tex., in 1901, after a disastrous storm and tidal wave. 
It enjoyed the greatest vogue during the first decade of the twe ntieth 
century. Upward of 500 cities have had this plan of organization. 

Since 1920, however, the commission form of government has been 
on the decline. havine been abandoned in more than 150 cities over 
5,000 population either for the manager plan or for the mayor-council 
arrangement. 

Today the commission plan, in which the commissioners serve col- 
lective ly as a local legislative or regulatory body and individu: ully 
as pilintahetii one of the municipal - 7 artments, or as overseers of 


groups of departments, is found in » percent of all the cities in 
the United States over 5,000 in while the council-man; wer 
pe is used in 25.6 pe reent of these cities and the m: iver-coune il p lan 
In 09.9 percent of the 2.318 cities over 5,000 population. 


After an initial aad of po pul: rity, the commission form began 
to wane in public favor because of a number of defects it disclosed in 
pri actice. It came to be regarded as a backward ste p— 

r Be cause the commissio} ers, W hile que alifie (l as policy V ink uk ers, otte nh 
lacked e xper lenee and competence for administrative work. 

2. Since the commission plan combines ordinance-making and execu- 
tive functions in the same hands, it deprives the administration of any 
impartial critic in the city government. 

3. In its attempt to combine unified control with departmental 
dependence the commission plan confuses responsibility and scatters 
control between the commissioners as a body and as individuals. 

Rivalry and lack of cooperation developed between the com- 
missioners as well as logrolling, deadlocks, and “deals.” The need 
of a coordinating official such as a mayor was widely felt. 

5. Under the commission plan the experience of large cities like 
Washington, D. C., has been that the Board of Commissioners is too 
small in size to make local policies for, and represent fairly the diverse 
interests of, a large population. 

For these reasons the commission form of city government has 
been eclipsed in the last 25 years by the more successful manager plan. 
Of the two plans commission and pee ee experience 
has been happier with the latter. The National Municipal League 
has for many years embodied the manager form of city government 
in its model city charter. 

The chief differences between the commission form of government 
in Washington, D. C., and elsewhere are— 

That the commissioners here are appointed by the President 
instead of being elected by the people; 

That the District government performs certain State functions 
not found in other municipalities; 

3. In the size of the governing body. 

Washington has three commissioners, while New Orleans. which is 
the largest city in the United States with an elective commission, has 
567,257 people and 8 commissioners. 


99821—52 7 
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The manager plan: The manager form of city government dates 
from its first adoption by Staunton, Va., in 1908. Since then more 
thar 1,000 cities and towns in the United States have adopted the 


manager system. Less than 3 percent of them have ever abandoned it. 
In the judgment of municipal experts the manager plan has been the 
most su ecessful form of « "ity government Amer ica has produced. It is 


modeled upon the internal structure of the private business corpora- 
tion. We have had 44 years of successful experience with the manager 
plan in cities large and small, 

The manager plan has been recommended for —— in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia by the Brookings Institution (1929), by the Dono- 
van (District of Columbia Auditor) C — (1933), by Griffen- 
hagen & Associates, efficiency engineers (1939), by the House District 
Committee in the Eightieth Congress, and ee Senate District Com- 
mittee in the E ae first C ongress; by the District budget officer, Mr. 
Walter L. Fowler, in 1951, and by the Federal Bureau of the Budget 
in 1952 

a fact, the only official opposition to adoption of the manager form 
of government for Washineton, D. C., has come from the Board of 
Commissioners, which would be abolished if the manager plan were 
adopted. 

Brig. Gen. Gordon R. Young, former Engineer Commissioner of 
the District, was intensely inte rested in this subject of reorganization 
of the District government. It was my privilege during 1947, when 
I was working on the Auchincloss report, to have a series of conversa- 
tions with General Young in which he gave me the benefit of his per- 
sonal views on the administrative reorganization of the District 
government. 

On July 16, 1947, General Young sent me a 15-page draft memo- 
randum and a chart setting forth in detail his own reorganization 
plan. His suggestions, which were very helpful to me in developing 
the Auchincloss plan, were offered in strict confidence at the time. 
But after his retirement from office, General Young removed the re- 
striction of confidence on my use of his proposals. 

Two features of the Young plan are particularly noteworthy now. 
First, he contemplated the establishment of 12 new departments, in- 
cluding departments of education, libraries, and recreation: Func- 
tions which are left autonomous under the Robinson 15-department 
plan. 

Second, at what he called the first level of the local government, 
General Young felt that the function of policy determination could 
best be h: indled “consultatively by a group of men,” but that the fune- 
tion of policy execution “can best be handled by one man. 

Expanding on this point, General Young wrote me as follows: 

Even if the present number of Commissioners and the present method of ap- 
pointing them is retained, the necessary increase in their powers and responsi- 
bilities involved in the reorganization proposed in this paper might justify ap- 
pointing a single executive head under the Board of Commissioners. This would 
amount in effect to the establishment of the council and city-manager type of 
government, the Commissioners being the council. * * * The strictly execu- 
tive powers which they now exercise over the departments assigned to them 
they would delegate in their entirety to the city manager, * * * 

In short 
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said General Young 

the introduction of-a city manager directly under the supreme group may be 
needed for efficient administration if the District machinery is reorganized and 
the Board of Commissioners left as at present; and unquestionably will become 
necessary if the Board of Commissioners itself is reorganized. 

The largest manager city today is Philadelphia, with a population 
in 1950 of 2,064,794. Under its new city charter, effective January 1, 
1952, Philadelphia has a managing director appointed by the mayor. 
The managing director supervises the 10 major departments of the 
city government and appoints their heads. 

The next largest manager cities today are: Cincinnati, 500,510 popu- 
lation; Kansas City, 453,290; Dallas, 432,927; Oakland, 380,576; 
Rochester, 331,253; San Diego, 321,485; Toledo, 301,358. 

Since 1938 Los Angeles County, Calif., with a present population of 
4,151,687, has had in effect the county-manager form of government 
with a chief administrative officer whose position has acquired the 
stature of a manager. The government of Los Angeles County is a 
combination of county and municipal government with a budget of 
$321 million for the current fiscal year. 

It is not correct to state, as General Robinson did in his testimony 
before this committee on May 15, that the people of Washington are 
overwhelmingly opposed to a city manager. The truth is that the 
council-manager form of government has been repeatedly endorsed bv 
spokesmen for local civic groups who have testified before the House 
and Senate District Committees of Congress in recent years. The 
Washington Post has also supported the manager plan for Washington 
editorially. 

‘ar from being “a victory for sound government,” as the Evening 
Star described it editori: ally, the President’s submission of plan No. 5 
was in fact a victory for those who have a vested interest. in the exist- 
ing outworn and obsolete commission form of government. 

In comparing the relative merits of various forms of government, 
is no part of my thought to reflect upon individual officials. Surely 
the District of Columbia is now fortunate in having a very competent 
and conscientious Board of Commissioners whose qualifications com- 
pare quite favorably with their civilian predecessors. 

The awards for achievement which various District agencies have 
received in recent years, which were mentioned in previous testimony, 
are indeed occasions for justifiable pride in their accomplishments. 
But they have no necessary connection with the form of the local 
government here. They were received by operating departments and 

agencies below the top level. 

Merits of plan No. 5: The immediate question now before this 
committee, however, is not whether the form of the District govern- 
ment shall be changed. The question before you is: Shall the Presi- 
dent’s proposal for: a broad and continuing delegation of power to the 
District Commissioners, to enable them to modernize and simplify the 
structure of the District government, be approved or disapproved. 

I suggest that your answer to this question may well depend upon 
the extent to which the proposed reorganization promises to correct the 
long-standing and generally recognized defects in the existing ad- 
ministrative organizations of the District government. 
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W hat are these defects ? As repeatedly pointed outina long series 
of object ive reports, t hey are simply these: 

The District government has upward of 80 separate agencies, too 
many for efficient administration: 

2. Numerous autonomous boards and commissions are beyond the 
administrative and/or fiscal control and supervision of the Board of 
Commissioners. 

3. Responsibility for the administration of related programs is 
scattered among several agencies in particular functional fields. 

The District lacks a chief administrative officer responsible to 
the governing body for the over-all conduct of the municipal 
ee. 

. The Board of Commissioners combines the incompatible func- 
tions of policy making and policy vy execution. 

The Board of Commissioners is too small a body to make local 
aaa for a city of more than 800,000 people and diverse interests. 

The pragmatic test of plan No. 5 is: Will it correct these defects 
when put into effect ? 

It seems clear that the Commissioners’ plan to consolidate existing 
District agencies into 15 departments will go far toward carrying out 
their announced principles of integration and centralized control. It 
will modernize and simplify the administrative structure of the Dis- 
trict government, coordinate related programs in the same depart- 
ments, and reduce areas of autonomy. More or less than 15 depart- 
ments could conceivably be set up. Brookings suggested 8; Griffen- 
hagen 17: Auchincloss 14: Keauver and General Young, 12: i owler 9, 
plus 4 offices, and the Budget Bureau plan proposed 10 ‘municipal 
departments. But the exact number is a comparatively minor matter 

The exclusion of a dozen or more District agencies from the opera- 
tion of the plan will prevent by so much the correction of the existing 
disintegration in the municipal structure. But apparently the pres- 
sures for continued autonomy behind certain agencies that serve 
special interests in the community are too strong to be overcome at 
this time. Within these limits, however, we may confidently antici- 
pate that the implementation of plan No. 5 will largely remedy the 
first three defects outlined above. 

There is no positive assurance, however, that the Commissioners’ 
plan will correct the other basic defects of the existing system which I 
have mentioned, ‘There is no explicit provision in the plan for a chief 
administrative officer. 

Indeed, General Robinson has interpreted section 3 of the plan as 
having been drafted: 
for the express purpose of making unworkable the appointment either of an 
executive or city manager between the Board of Commissioners and the operat- 
ing avencies 

The opinion on this point which the committee has sought from 
the Attorney General of the United States will clarify the meaning 
of this section. ; 

However, it is evidently not the intention of the present Board of 
Commissioners to appoint such an officer. If they fail to delegate 
general oversight of administration to an officer who would cor respond 
to the general manager of a private corporation, appointed by and 
responsible to its board of cea: then the incompatible functions 
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of policy making and policy execution will continue to be combined 
in the Board of Commissioners and a long-standing pr: gets draw- 
back of the present system will handicap the operation of the new 
regime. Policy making for a great city is a full time job for which 
large rule-making powers have been delegated by Congress to the 
Commissioners over the decades (Cf. District of Columbia Code, title 
I, ch. 2, see. 1-226). 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, plan No. 5 retains a three-member Board 
of Commissioners as the governing body of the District of Columbia. 
This is clearly too small a governing body for group or area represen- 
tation in a city of 802,000 people. In the 18 ” ies over 500,000 popula- 
tion, the modal size of the gove rning body is 9 in the mayor-council 
and council-manager cities, and eight in the commission cities. The 
number ranges from 8 in Houston and New Orleans, to 33 in Cleveland 
and 50 in Chicago. 

Only two of our three Commissioners must be former residents of 
Washington. In practice, this means that important group interests 
in the community have no voice in the top councils of the city. This 
basic defect in plan No. 5 will be mitigated to some extent by the 
creation of a citizens’ advisory council which the Commissioners have 
announced their intention of establishing. Such a council, if fairly 
representative, gives hope of wider citizen participation in the making 
of local policies. 

My conclusion, then, is that, although plan No. 5 is inferior to the 
Budget Bureau’s plan, which was an authentic, detailed plan of re- 
organization that embodied the best features of many past studies, 
as well as the wisdom of 50 years of American municipal experience, 
and although plan No. 5 is on its face merely a blank check, neverthe- 
less, it may well be approved on the strength of the improvements 
expected to flow from it. Citizen disappointment that plan No. 5 
does not prov ide for a more satisfactory overhead government for the 
District of Columbia will be offset if the House of Representatives 
acts favorably on the Senate approved bill, S. 1976, which abolishes 
the Board of Commissioners and creates a 15-member District Council 
as the governing body of the District. 

Thank you. 

The Cuatrman. Thank you very much, Dr. Galloway. That is an 
excellent statement of your views, which I am sure are shared by 
many others. 

(Subsequently, the following letter was received from Dr. 
Galloway :) 

THE LIBRARY OF CONGRESS, 
LEGISLATIVE REFERENCE SERVICE, 
Washington, D. C. May 20, 1952 


Senator JoHN L. MCCLELLAN, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
United States Senate, Washinaton, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR McCreL_iANn: At the hearing on Reorganization Plan No. 5 on 
May 15 the Engineer Commissioner, General Robinson, commented upon the 
Griffenhagen report of 1939 and the Auchincloss report of 1948, both of which 
recommended adoption of the council-manager form of government for the Dis- 
trict of Columbia. General Robinson’s comments on these two reports may have 
left the impression with the committee that the Griffenhagen firm and Con- 
gressman Auchincloss no longer favor the manager plan for Washington, D. ¢ 

General Robinson also stated at the hearing last week that the Griffenhagen 
report included the question of legislation for the franchise in the District of 
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Columbia. The fact is that the question of the franchise was specifically excluded 
from the authorized scope of the Griffenhagen study and report. 

Since last week’s hearing I have been in touch with Mr. Ferguson, Washington 
representative of Griffenhagen & Associates, and with Mr. Auchincloss. The 
Griffenhagen report proposed, among other things, the creation of an administra- 
tive officer responsible to the governing body of the District. I have discussed 
this feature of their report with Mr. Ferguson who was one of the authors of their 
1939 study. Mr. Ferguson informs me that he feels that the Commissioner's plan 
Ww permit constructive improvements to be made in the administrative organiza- 
tion of the District Government below the top level; but that he has not aban- 
doned his former conclusions regarding the proposed administrative officer. 

Mr. Auchincloss informs me that “General Robinson is off the reservation if 


he implied in his testimony on May 15 that I have changed my mind about the 
council-manager form of government for Washington. I am still in favor of 


the manager form.” 
Sincerely yours, 
GrorGE B. GALLOWAY. 


The Cuatrman. T believe that concludes our list of witnesses for 
this morning. Have we other requests ¢ 

Mr. Reynotps. None that I know of, Senator. 

Mr. William A. Roberts, the former Peoples Counsel of the District, 
unavoidably on his part, is not present this morning; shall I ask him to 
submit a statement / 

The Crarman. He may be permitted to file a statement. 

I am in receipt of a letter here, this morning, from the Assistant 
Attorney General, in response to an inquiry which we made of the 
Department of Justice regarding certain features of the plan. 

There is some correspondence attached also. 

I will place all of this correspondence into the record. 

(The material referred to fellows:) 


DrPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, 
Washington, May 19, 1952. 
Hon. Joun L. McCLeLian, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 

My Dear SENATOR: I have for reply your letter of May 15, 1952, to Acting 
Attorney General Philip B. Perlman, and I have noted your request therein for 
opinions of the Attorney General interpreting certain provisions of Reorgani- 
zation Plan No. 5 of 1952, providing for reorganization of the government of 
the Distriet of Columbia 

\s you know, the Attorney General is authorized by statute to give opinions 
only to the President and heads of the executive departments. While the Acting 
Attorney General would like to be of service to you and to your committee, I do 
not feel that he should depart from the prevailing practice in this instance. 
I may say, however, that in all reorganization plans prepared by the Bureau of 
the Budget for transmittal by the President to the Congress, there is extensive 
consultation between representatives of this Department and the members of 
the staff of the Bureau of the Budget before a plan is certified to the President 
by the Attorney General for form and legality. Reorganization Plan No. 5 of 
1952 was so approved as to form and legality. 

I have taken the liberty of discussing the questions which you have raised 
with representatives of the Bureau of the Budget, and I understand from them 
that arrangements have been made to further advise your committee concerning 
the intent of the language which has given rise to your questions. I trust that 
this assistance will meet the needs of your committee. Meanwhile, please be 
assured that this Department stands ready at all times to cooperate fully with 
your committee in any way feasible within the framework of long-standing 
policies 

Sincerely yours, 


JosePpH C, DUGGAN, 
Assistant Attorney General, 
Executive Adjudications Division. 
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May 15, 1952. 
Puitie B. PERLMAN, 
Acting Attorney General of the United States, 
Washington, D. C 

Dear Mr. PERLMAN: The Senate Committee on Government Operations has 
under consideration Reorganization Plan No, 5 of 1952 for the reorganization 
of the District of Columbia. At a hearing held this morning on this plan, some 
questions of legal interpretation arose regarding certain of its provisions. One 
of these questions was whether or not the plan, if approved, would permif, or 
prohibit, the Board of Commissioners of the District of Columbia to appoint a 
chief administrative officer to assist the Board in its conduct of the municipal 
administration. The committee respectfully requests the opinion of the Attorney 
General on this question. 

A question also arose concerning the authority granted by section 5 of Reor 
ganization Plan No. 5 of 1952 to the Board of Commissioners to delegate the 
performance by other officers, employees, or agencies of functions vested in the 
Board. The section with its limitations follows: 

“Sec. 3. PERFORMANCE OF FUNCTIONS OF Boarp. (a) Except as otherwise pro 
vided in this section, the Board of Commissioners is hereby authorized to make 
from time to time such provisions as it deems appropriate to authorize the ] 
formance of any of its functions, including any function transferred to or other 
wise vested in the Board of Commissioners by this reorganization plan, by any 
member of the Board of Commissioners, or by any other officer, employee, or 
agency of the government of the District of Columbi2, except the courts thereof. 

“(b) The Board of Commissioners shall not provide for the performance by 
any member of the Board of Commissioners, or by any other officer, employee, 
or agency of: (1) any function vested in the said Board by Act of Congress with 
respect to making and adopting regulations except those pertaining to the ad 
ministration of or procedure before any agency of the government of the District 
of Columbia; (2) the function of approving any contract in excess of $25,000; 
(3) the function of appointing or removing the head of any agency responsible 
directly to the Board of Commissioners; or (4) the function of approving the 
budget for the District of Columbia.” 

The committee requests the opinion of the Attorney General as to whether the 
authority to delegate functions includes all functions vested in the Board, with 
the exceptions of the limitations in section 8, subparagraph (b), or whether the 
authority to delegate functions is limited expressly to the functions vested in 
the Board of Commissioners by the provisions of Reorganization Plan No. 5 
of 1952, and whether the authority to delegate functions which may be vested 
by the Congress in the Board of Commissioners in the fi 
the plan. 

As the committee hopes to conclude hearings upon Reorganization Plan No. 5 
of 1952 on May 20, 1952, it would be very helpful if we could have your opinion 
on these questions by that date. 

Sincerely yours, 


re} 














ire is prohibited by 


JOHN L. McCLeLian, Chairman 


May 15, 1952 
FREDERICK J. LAWTON, 
Director, Bureau of the Budget, 
Washington 5 D.C 


Dear Mr. LAwtron : Attached hereto is a copy of a letter I am addressing to the 
Acting Attorney General of the United States, requesting an opinion from him 
as to the legality of certain provisions of Reorganization Plan No, 5 of 1952, 
providing for reorganization of the District of Columbia, which is self-ex- 
planatory. 

I understand that the Attorney General has heretofore held that advising the 
Congress regarding the legality of legislative proposals is not a function of his 
office, and that he can only submit such opinions to the President However, 
since this is a reorganization plan originating with the President, under au- 
thority delegated to him by the Reorganization Act of 1949, it will be appre- 
ciated if You will request the Attorney General to supply the committee with 
the desired information. 

Than'ing you for vour cooperation in this matter, I am 

Sincerely yours, 
JoHN L. MCCLELLAN, Chairman. 
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The Cuarman. Are there any further witnesses 

Mr. Coox. Mr. Chairman, before you conclude, I represent the vet- 
erans’ organizations of the District of Columbia. May | file this for 
the purpose of the record ? 

The CHarrMan. Yes. 

You were not on my list of witnesses here, I believe. What is your 


name ¢ 
Mr. Coox. My name is Martin Cook. Evidently it was an over- 
sight 


the Cuamman, 1 am sure it was an oversight. We are sorry 
ibout it, sir, You may file you statement, 


. 


Mr. Coox. Thank you very much. 
(The statement refe rred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF MARTIN A. CooK 


My name is Martin Cook Iam a native Washingtonian and president of tne 
prise Federal Savings and Loan Association, and until recently was com- 
er of the Catholic War Veterans 
I was asked by the department commanders of the American Legion, the Vet- 
erans of Foreign Wars, American Veterans of World War II (AMVETS), the 
Catholic War Veterans, and the president of the Council of Veterans’ Auxiliaries, 
hich represents 15 veterans’ auxilary units in the District of Columbia, to 
represent them in appearing before this committee in the interest of the Com- 
! ioners’ Reorganization Plan No. 5, which we formerly approved over the 
Budget plan, and requested the President to submit for your consideration the 
plan which you now have before you 
rhe organizations that I represent here, as you know, participate and assist 
in every way possible campaigns for the underprivileged, patriotic events such 
1 Am An American Day, Flag Day, Armed Forces Day, et cetera, as Well as 
aking an active part with their time and money to make successful events 
such as welcoming foreign dignitaries visiting our Nation’s Capital 
We were unanimous in favoring the Commissioners’ plan over the city man- 
ager’s plan and to the best of my knowledge every veterans’ organization where 
there has been an opportunity the organization approved the action of the com- 
mander unanimously, and we solicit your favorable consideration in approving 


the Commissioners’ Plan No. 5, which we feel will offer better government for 


our CILIZensS 


The Camm an, Is there anyone else here representing any group, or 
any organization, who would like to file a statement ? 

If not. then, the hearings are concluded. 

(Thereupon, at 12:10 p. m., the hearing was concluded.) 

(Subsequently, the follow ing statement was received from Senator 
estes Kefauve :) 


STATEMENT BY SENATOR KEFAUVER OW REORGANIZATION OF THE GOVERNMENT OF THE 
Districr or COLUMBIA 


I have examined with much interest Reorganization Plan No. 5 of 1952, which 
the President has transmitted for the reorganization of the municipal government 
of the District of Columbia. As I read it, this is really not a plan of organization, 
but rather a grant of power to the Board of District Commissioners. If they 
carry out their announced intentions faithfully, I believe that this “plan” will 
enable them to modernize and simplify the administrative structure of the Dis- 
trict government, and that it will result in great improvement. 

Reorganization of the District government is certainly long overdue. The 

f establishing a strong and effective government organization for the 
District of Columbia has long been evident. Many comprehensive studies of the 
t government have been made during the last 25 years. Outstanding 

ng them have been the studies made by the Brookings Institution in 1929, 

the Citizens Efficiency Committee in 1937, by Griffenhagen & Associates in 
1030, by the Auchincloss Committee on Home Rule and Reorganization in 1948, 
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by the Budget Officer of the District government in 1951, and by the Bureau of 
the Budget in 1952. All of these studies Rave recommended a basic reorganiza- 
tion including the consolidation of local agencies into a limited number of 
municipal departments. All but one of them have recommended adoption of a 
manager form of government for the District. Even the opponents of home rule 
who have testified before the District Committees of Congress in recent years 
have agreed that the administrative branch of the District government has 
grown up like Topsy since 1878 into a tangled hodgepodge of uncoordinated, 
duplicating, and overlapping agencies. 


DEFECTS OF PRESENT ORGANIZATION 


The major defects in the organization of the District government are briefly 
these: 

1. There are too many separate agencies for efficient administration isti- 
mates of the number range from 79 to 108. There are so many of them that 
even the experts disagree on the total. No executive can effectively supervise the 


number of agencies that are supposed to report to the Board of Commissioners, 

2. Lines of authority and responsibility are confused, uncertain, and some- 
times nonexistent; many agencies are largely autonomous and some are wholly 
uncontrolled. Theoretically, the Board of Commissioners heads the District 
government and is responsible for its administratior But in reality it lacks 
the necessary authority to exercise effective supervision and control in the case 
of many agencies. Moreover, the very multiplicity of agencies impairs executive 
control, obscures responsibility, and confuses Congress and the community as 
to the conduct of District affairs 

3. In several areas related programs are scattered among a considerable array 
of separate agencies. Five agencies divide up the fiscal functions of the District 
government. Engineering and public works activities are split among eight 
different departments and agencies. Fifteen 
vaged in the licensing of professions and trades 

tf. The District lacks a chief executive officer, which is the first essential of 
efficient administration. The necessity of a chief executive officer is 2 basie 
principle of organization, both in government and in busitiess The Board of 
Commissioners is not an adequate substitute for such a chief executive Not 
only are boards and commissions cumbersome as executive agencies, but in this 
case the Board has normally left administrati 





boards and commissions are en- 








> supervision largely to its in- 
dividual members for assigned groups of agencies. Three Commissioners acting 
individually as executives for three segments of the city government do not in 
practice add up to a single executive head for the government of the District. 
5. The Board of Commissioners is too small to make local policies for a city 
having more than 800,000 people. Only two members of the Board ate chosen 
from the citizens of Washington. Such a small body cannot adequately repre- 
sent the diversity of interests in a large city In no other city of comparable 
size in this country is the governing body composed of less than eight members. 

6. The Board of Commissioners combines in one body the functions of policy 
making and policy executing which call for basically different types of agencies. 
Policy making requires deliberation and bringing together different interests 
and viewpoints. In a large city that calls for a body of several members, 
free from administrative detail, who can view the problems of local government 
as a whole. On the other hand, administration calls for a single executive who 
can provide unified leadership and direction and who can be held clearly re- 
sponsible for efficient, economical administration of local governmental activities, 





DOES PLAN 5 REMEDY THESE DEFECTS 


To what extent will Reorganization Plan No. 5 remedy these defects in the 
present organization of the District government? The “plan” as submitted to 
Congress for its approval is merely a blank check to the Commissioners to 
simplify the local administrative set-up. Presumably they intend to carry out the 
plan they proposed last November. The Commissioners’ plan would go far to 
remedy the first three defects outlined above by consolidating most District 
agencies into 15 municipal departments, by corresponding reduction in the num- 
ber of officials reporting to the Board of Commissioners, by combining related 
programs in the same departments, and by clarifying lines of authority and re- 
sponsibility. In these respects, if the Commissioners’ proposal is translated 
into action, three of the existing major defects will be corrected. 
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But the Commissioners’ plan, as published in the local press, will not overcome 


: ” ; 
the most serious defects of the present arrangement. It makes no provision 
for a chief executive officer. It retains the three-member Board of Commis- 
Sioners as the governing body of the District And it continues to combine in 


one body the incompatible functions of policy making and policy execution. 
None of these serious defects of the commission form of government as it has 
operated in Washington since 1874 will be corrected by approval of Reorgani 


zation Plan No. 5. To be sure, there is nothing on the face of the plan which 
prohib the Commissioners from appointing a chief executive officer, which 
Wis strongly recommended by District Budget Officer Walter Fowler in his 1951 
pro] But it is reported that the Commissioners are deeply opposed to the 
creation « such an office, and will not utilize their authority to establish it 
under plan No. 5 

Che ief defect of plan No. 5, in my opinion, is that it would perpetuate 
the present commission form of government in the District of Columbia by 
retaining the Board of Commissioners as the governing body of the city. This 
form of government has been condemned in a long series of authoritative reports 
on the subject since 1929 by political scientists, efficiency engineers, a presiden 
tial commission, and congressional committees, Their reports have described 
the present commission form of government here as “defective,” “outdated,” 


and “discredited.” The commission form of municipal government has long since 
been rejected by authorities on the subject as seriously defective and has been 
abandoned by more than one-third of the cities which originally adopted it. 
It has been eclipsed in recent decades by the successful council-manager form 
of government The largest city in the United States which now has the elective 
commission form of government is New Orleans with a population of 570,445 
in 1950. No city the size of Washington, D. C., has the elective Commission form 
of government. Of the 2,518 cities in the United States with over 5,000 popula 
tion in 1950, or ly 14.5 percent had the Commission system: 25.6 percent had the 
council-manager form of government; and 59.9 percent had the mayor-council 
forn 

\nother defect of the reorganization plan submitted by the President for 
0 ipproval or rejection is that it fails to mention some 138 District agencies 
Whose functions are not transferred to the Commissioners by plan No. 5. This 
is a significant omission. The 13 District agencies excluded from the operation 


of the plan are as follows: 





Apprenticeship Council Recreation Board 

Armory Board Recorder of Deeds 

sjoard of Hducation Redevelopment Land Agency 
Board of Library Trustees Zoning Commission 

Joint Board of Tratle Board of Zoning Adjustment 
National Guard Zoning Advisory Council 


Public Utilities Commission 


Failure to include ese 13 agencies in the plan of reorganization, I suggest, 
violates two of the fundamental principles enunciated by General Robinson, the 
Engineer Commissioner, in his statement on November 24, 1951: (1) integration 
into the municipal government of all essential activities; and (2) centralization 
of control with clear delineation of authority and responsibility at all levels. 


ADVANTAGES OF COUNCIL-MANAGER PLAN 


Under these circumstances, I greatly regret that the President has not trans- 
mitted for our consideration a reorganization plan providing for the council- 
manager form of government for the District of Columbia. Such a plan had 
been drafted by the Bureau of the Budget after long and intensive study. The 
Bureau plan incorporated the best features of the earlier studies of the District 
government in the last 25 years. The Auchinecloss bill which was favorably 
reported in the Kightieth Congress and the Kefauver-Taft bill in the Eighty-first 
Congress, which passed the Senate, both provided for the council-manager form 
of government for the District This form of government has been tried and 
tested by 44 years of successful experience in American cities large and small. 
Since 1908 more than 1,000 cities and towns in the United States have adopted 
the manager system. 

Less than 3 percent of them have ever abandoned it. It is modeled upon the 
internal structure of the private business corporation and has long been recom 
mended by the National Municipal League in its model city charter. 
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One of the main arguments of the opponents of the council-manager plan for 
Washington was that no community the size of Washington has that form of 
government. Yet Los Angeles County, Calif., with a population of 4,151,687, has 
the council-manager form of government under an administrator. And in Phila- 
delphia, with a population of 2,071,605, under its 1951 charter, the mayor appoints 
a managing director who in turn appoints the heads of the municipal departments. 

And so I am disappointed that the President did not send us a reorganization 
plan for the District of Columbia providing for the council-manager form of local 
government here. The major advantages of that form of government are: 

1. It has proved to be the most successful in American cities in the judgment of 
most specialists in municipal government. 

2. It provides a single executive head which is basic to effective administration. 

3. It ensures the selection of the chief executive on the basis of administrative 
ability and experience in municipal government. 

4. It fixes clear lines of authority and responsibility 

5. It concentrates operations in a manageable number of departments 

6. It eliminates excessive use of boards and commissions for administration, 
while retaining those which have primarily regulatory, quasi-legislative, or quasi- 
judicial functions. 

7. It would provide a more adequate and representative po 
the District government. 


cy-making body in 
CONCLUSION 


Although I am disappointed that plan No. 5 makes no provision for a change at 
the top level in the governing body of the District of Columbia, I feel that the 
plan will permit enough constructive changes to be made at the departmental and 
lower levels to make it worth while. And so I do not oppose its approval by the 
Congress. 

The eftective execution of this plan will still leave uncorrected basic defects in 
the organization of the District government at the first level. Washington needs 
a larger and more representative governing body which is elected by the residents 
of the District. I hope that the House of Representatives will act favorably at 
this session on the Case-Kefauver bill (S. 1976) which passed the Senate last 
January, but has been tabled in the House District Committee. Let us not 
betray the faith of the people in the democratic process. Let history record that 
Washington was the citadel, not the graveyard, of democracy. 
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[Pustic LAW 109—S1stT CoNGRESS] 
[CHAPTER 226—1ST SESSION 
AN ACT To provide for the reorganization of Government agencies, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, 


TITLE I 
e 
SHORT TITLE 
SECTION 1. This Act may be cited as the “Reorganization Act of 1949”. 
e 
NEED FOR REORGANIZATIONS 

Sec. 2. (a) The President shall examine and from time to time reexamine the 
organization of all agencies of the Government and shall determine what changes 
therein are necessary to accomplish the following purposes: 

(1) to promote the better execution of the laws, the more effective man- 
agement of the executive branch of the Government and of its agencies and 
functions, and the expeditious administration of the public business ; 

(2) to reduce expenditures and promote economy, to the fullest extent 
consistent with the efficient operation of the Government ; 

(3) to increase the efliciency of the operations of the Government to the 
fullest extent practicable ; 

(4) to group, coordinate, and consolidate agencies and functions of the 
Government, as nearly as may be, according to major purposes ; 

(5) to reduce the number of agencies by consolidating those having sim- 
ilar functions under a single head, and to abolish such agencies or functions 
thereof as may not be necessary for the efficient conduct of the Government ; 
and 

(6) to eliminate overlapping and duplication of effort. 

(b) The Congress declares that the public interest demands the carrying out 
of the purposes specified in subsection (a) and that such purposes may be accom- 
plished in great measure by proceeding under the provisions of this Act, and can 
be accomplished more speedily thereby than by the enactment of specific legis- 
lation. 

REORGANIZATION PLANS 

Sec. 3. Whenever the President, after investigation, finds that— 

(1) the transfer of the whole or any part of any agency, or of the whole 
or any part of the functions thereof, to the jurisdiction and control of any 

« 


other agency ; or 
(2) the abolition of all or any part of the functions of any agency; or 
(3) the consolidation or coordination of the whole or any part of any 
agency, or of the whole or any part of the functions thereof, with the whole 
2 or any part of any other agency or the functions thereof; or j 
(4) the consolidation or coordination of any part of any agency or the 
functions thereof with any other part of the same agency or the functions 
thereof; or 
(5) the authorization of any officer to delegate any of his functions; or 
(6) the abolition of the whole or any part of any agency which agency 
or part does not have, or upon the taking effect of the reorganization plan 
will not have any functions, 
is necessary to accomplish one or more of the purposes of section 2 (a), he 
shall prepare a reorganization plan for the making of the reorganizations as 
to which he has made findings and which he includes in the plan, and transmit 
such plan (bearing an identifying number) to the Congress, together with a 
declaration that, with respect to each reorganization included in the plan, he 
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has found that such reorganization is necessary to accomplish one or more 
of the purposes of section 2 (a). The delivery to both Houses shall be on the 
same day and shall be made to each House while it is in session. The President, 
in his message transmitting a reorganization plan, shall specify with respect 

each abolition of a function included in the plan the statutory authority for 
the exercise of such function, and shall specify the reduction of expenditures 
(itemized so ras practicable) which it is prabable will be brought about by 


he taking effect of the reorganizations included in the plan 
OTHER CONTENTS OF PLANS 
Sec. 4. Any reorganization plan transmitted by the President under sec- 


(1) shall change, in such cases as he deems necessary, the name of any 
agency affected by a reorganization, and the title of its head; and shall 
designate the hame of any agency resulting from a reorganization and the 
title of its head ° 

(2) may include provisions for the appointment and compensation of the 
head and one or more other officers of any agency (including an agency 
resulting from a consolidation or other type of reorganization) if the Presi- 
dents finds, and in his message transmitting the plan declares, that by reason 
of a reorganization made by the plan such provisions are necessary. The 
head so provided for may be an individual or may be a commission or board 
with two or more members. In the case of any such appointment the term 
of office shall not be fixed at more than four years, the compensation shall 
not be at a rate in excess of that found by the President to prevail in respect 
of comparable officers in the executive branch, and, if the appointment is 
not under the classified civil service, it shall be by the President, by and 
with the advice and consent of the Senate, except that, in the case of any 
officer of the municipal government of the District of Columbia, it may be 
by the Board of Commissioners or other body or officer of such govern- 
ment designated in the plan; 

(3) shall make provision for the transfer or other disposition of the ree- 
ords, property, and personnel affected by any reorganization; 

(4) shall make provision for the transfer of such unexpended balances 
of appropriations, and of other funds, available for use in connection with 
any function or agency affected by a reorganization, as he deems necessary 
by reason of the reorganization for use in connection with the functions 
affected by the reorganization, or for the use of the agency which shall have 
such functions after the reorganization plan is effective, but such unex- 
pended balances so transferred shall be used only for the purposes for which 
such appropriation was originally made; 

(5) shall make provision for terminating the affairs of any agency abol- 
lished. 


LIMITATIONS ON POWERS WITH RESPECT TO REORGANIZATIONS 


Sec. 5. (a) No reorganization plan shall provide for, and no reorganization 
under this Act shall have the effect of— 

(1) abolishing or transferring an executive department or all the func- 
tions thereof or consolidating any two or more executive departments or all 
the functions thereof ; or 

(2) continuing any agency beyond the period authorized by law for its 
existence or beyond the time when it would have terminated if the reorganiza- 
tion had not been made; or 

(3) continuing any function beyond the period authorized by law for its 
exercise, or beyond the time when it would have terminated if the reor- 
ganization had not been made; or 

(4) authorizing any agency to exercise any function which is not ex- 
pressly authorized by law at the time the plan is transmitted to the Con- 
gress ; or 

») increasing the term of any office beyond that provided by law for such 
office ; or 

(6) transferring to or consolidating with any other agency the municipal 
government of the District of Columbia or all those functions thereof which 
are subject to this Act, or abolishing said government or all said functions. 

(b) No provision contained in a reorganization plan shall take effect unless 
the plan is transmitted to the Congress before April 1, 1953. 
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TAKING EFFECT OF REORGANIZATIONS 


Sec. 6. (a) Except as may be otherwise provided pursuant to subsection (c) 
of this section, the provisions of the reorganization plan shall take effect upon 
the expiration of the first period of sixty calendar days, of continuous session of 
the Congress, following the date on which the plan is transmitted to it; but only 
if, between the date of transmittal and the expiration of such sixty-day period 
there has not been passed by either of the two Houses, by the affirmative vote 
of a majority of the authorized membership of that House, a resolution stating 
in substance that that House does not favor the reorganization plan. 

(b) For the purposes of subsection (a)— 

(1) continuity of session shall be considered as broken only by an ad- 
journment of the Congress sine die; but 

(2) in the computation of the sixty-day period there shall be excluded 
the days on which either House is not in session because of an adjournment 
of more than. three days to a day certain. 

(c) Any provision of the plan may, under provisions contained in the plan, 
be made operative at a time later than the date on which the plan shall otherwise 
take effect. 


DEFINITION OF “AGENCY” 


Sec. 7. When used in this Act, the term “agency” means any executive de- 
partment, commission, council, independent establishment, Government corpora- 
tion, board, bureau, division, service, Office, officer, authority, administration, or 
other establishment, in the executive branch of the Government, and means also 
any and all parts of the municipal government of the District of Columbia except 
the courts thereof. Such term does not include the Comptroller General of the 
United States or the General Accounting Office, which are a part of the legislative 
branch of the Government. 


MATTERS DEEMED TO BE REORGANIZATIONS 


Sec. 8. For the purposes of this Act the term “reorganization” means any trans- 
fer, consolidation, coordination, authorization, or abolition, referred to in sec- 
tion 3. 


SAVING PROVISIONS 


Sec. 9. (a) (1) Any statute enacted, and any regulation or other action made, 
prescribed, issued, granted, or performed in respect of or by any agency or func- 
tion affected by a reorganization under the provisions of this Act, before the 
effective date of such reorganization, shall, except to the extent rescinded, modi- 
fied, superseded, or made inapplicable by or under authority of law or by the 
abolition of a function, have the same effect as if such reorganization had not 
been made; but where any such statute, regulation, or other action has vested 
the function in the agency from which it is removed under the plan, such function 
shall, insofar as it is to be exercised after the plan becomes effective, be con- 
sidered as vested in the agency under which the function is placed by the plan. 

(2) As used in paragraph (1) of this subsection the term “regulation or other 
action” means any regulation, rule, order, policy, determination, directive, author- 
ization, permit, privilege, requirement, designation, or other action. 

(b) No suit, action, or other proceeding, lawfully commenced by or against 
the head of any agency or other officer of the United States, in his official capacity 
or in relation to the discharge of his official duties, shall abate by reason of the 
taking effect of any reorganization plan under the provisions of this Act, but the 
court may, on motion or supplemental petition filed at any time within twelve 
months after such reorganization plan takes effect, showing a necessity for a 
survival of such suit, action, or other proceeding to obtain a settlement of the 
questions involved, allow the same to be maintained by or against the successor 
of such head or officer under the reorganization effected by such plan or, if there 
be no such successor, against such agency or officer as the President shall 
designate. 


UNEXPENDED APPROPRIATIONS 


Sec. 10. The appropriations or portions of appropriations unexpended by reason 
of the operation of this Act shall not be used for any purpose, but shall be 
impounded and returned to the Treasury. 
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ec, 2O4. (a) If the committee to which has been referred a resolution with 
t to a reorganization plan has not reported it before the expiration of ten 
ar days after its introduction, it shall then (but not before) be in ordet 
either to discharge the committee from further consideration of such 
res ito or to discharge the mimittee from further consideration of any 


other resolution with respect t h reorganization plan which has been referred 


to comilnittee 
b) Such motion may be made only by a person favoring the resolution, shal 
be highly privileged (except that it may not be made after the committee has 
reported a resolution with respect to the same reorganization plan), and debate 
thereon shall be limited to not to exceed one hour, to be equally divided between 
those favoring and those opposing the resolution. No amendment to such motion 
be in order, and it shall not be in order to move to reconsider the vote by 
which such motion is agreed to or disagreed to 
If the motion to discharge is agreed to or disagreed to, such motion may 
newed, nor may another motion to discharge the committee be made with 
Oo any other resolution with respect to the same reorganization plan. 
205. (a) When the committee has reported, or has been discharged from 
consideration of, a resolution with respect to a reorganization plan, it 
any time thereafter be in order (even though a previous motion to the 
effect has been disagreed to) to move to proceed to the consideration of 
‘solution. Such motion shall be highly privileged and shall not be debat 
No amendment to such motion shall be in order and it shall not be in order 
ve to reconsider the vote by which such motion is agreed to or disagreed to 
Debate on the resolution shall be limited to not to exceed ten hours, which 
shall be equally divided between those favoring and those opposing the resolu 
tion \ motion further to limit debate shall not be debatable. No amendment 
to, or motion to recommit, the resolution shall be in order, and it shall not be in 
orde to move to reconsider the vote by which the resolution is agreed to or 
disagreed to 
Si 206. (a) All motions to postpone, made with respect to the discharge from 
committee, or the consideration of, a resolution with respect to a reorganization 
p and all motions to proceed to the consideration of othe r business, shall 
be decided without debate 
b) All appeals from the decisions of the Chair relating to the application of 
the rules of the Senate or the House of Representatives, as the case may be, 
to the procedure relating to a resolution with respect to a reorganization plan 
s} he decided without debate 
Ap] oved June 20, 1949 





